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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. KIRK). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 21, 2004. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable MARK STE-
VEN KIRK to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Reverend James Patterson, Pas-
tor Emeritus, Lakewood United Meth-
odist Church, Erie, Pennsylvania, of-
fered the following prayer: 

God of our fathers, grant that we 
may greet this day’s duties and respon-
sibilities with a constant remembrance 
of the great traditions that make this 
hallowed place echo with debate, com-
promise, and eternal guidance. 

May the realization of Your presence 
guide all of our decisions. Be with us in 
our silence and in our speech, in our 
haste and in our leisure, in our com-
panionship, and in our solitude. 

May the freshness of this morning 
and the weariness of the evening crown 
all with the desire to help Your people, 
our folks at home, as well as the 
strangers in other States and terri-
tories. 

May we give them and You our very 
best, so that some day we may hear 
Your words, ‘‘Well done, good and 
faithful servant.’’ Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PITTS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 1914. An act to provide for the 
issuance of a coin to commemorate the 400th 
anniversary of the Jamestown settlement. 

H.R. 2768. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of Chief Justice John Marshall. 

H.R. 3277. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of the 230th Anniversary of the United 
States Marine Corps, and to support con-
struction of the Marine Corps Heritage Cen-
ter. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 2700. An act to provide an additional 
temporary extension of programs under the 
Small Business Act and the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 through September 
17, 2004, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 96–114, as 
amended, the Chair, on behalf of the 
Majority Leader, appoints the fol-
lowing individuals to the Congressional 
Award Board: 

Kelly Didawick, of Virginia and 
Michael Carozza of Maryland. 

The message also announced that the 
Secretary be directed to return to the 
House of Representatives (H.R. 4766) 
entitled ‘‘An Act making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2005, and for 
other purposes’’, in compliance with a 
request of the House for the return 
thereof. 

f 

WHAT HAPPENED TO THOSE 
DOCUMENTS? 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, at a time 
when our national security is of para-
mount importance, President Clinton 
laughed when asked what he thought 
about his former National Security Ad-
viser stealing and losing highly classi-
fied national terrorism documents. But 
this is no trifling matter. 

The documents were codeword secret, 
the most highly guarded secrets we 
have. One or more copies of a memo, an 
analysis of the Clinton administra-
tion’s antiterror efforts around the 
millennium, are still missing. 

In the highest levels of the Clinton 
administration, terrorism may have 
been a laughing matter. We know now 
it is not. This is a serious breach of se-
curity. This is the guy who served as a 
senior adviser to the Kerry campaign 
and wants a top spot in the Kerry ad-
ministration. 

We should question Senator KERRY’s 
judgment for placing him in a key posi-
tion in his campaign. 

Fox News reported that he hid the 
documents in his socks ‘‘inadvert-
ently.’’ 

Whether or not that is true, this 
whole thing stinks. 
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ADMINISTRATION NEEDS TO GET 

SERIOUS ABOUT HOMELAND SE-
CURITY FUNDING 
(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, no one 
talks a better game than the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. But be-
yond the bluster, there is reason to feel 
deeply insecure about this administra-
tion’s efforts to protect America. 

Although we hear a great deal about 
the war on terror, no competent gen-
eral in any war would leave his home 
defenses with so many holes. Every 
line of critical homeland defense is un-
derfunded and unprepared for an attack 
on American soil, and we are going in 
the wrong direction. 

Unbelievably, the administration es-
sentially froze homeland security 
spending in 2003. The President’s budg-
et cut port security grant funding by 63 
percent, cut first responder funding 
within the Department of Homeland 
Security by 15 percent, and provided no 
dedicated funding whatsoever for rail 
security or protecting chemical plants 
and nuclear power plants. 

My question is, when is this adminis-
tration going to get serious about fund-
ing homeland security. 

f 

HOUSE KILLS OPTIONS RULE 
SHIFT 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the House voted to block a rule 
that would require companies to count 
stock options against their profits. 
Now, Federal Reserve Chairman Green-
span, a proponent of mandatory ex-
pensing and the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board proposal, told a Sen-
ate hearing yesterday that he would be 
most concerned if Congress intervened. 
Of the rule-making board, he said, I 
think they do a good job. It is a tough 
job. But the House yesterday inter-
vened. 

Advocates of mandatory expensing 
include Securities and Exchange Com-
missioner and Chairman William Don-
aldson, the billionaire investor, Warren 
Buffett and all four big accounting 
firms. The FASB proposal answered the 
call for accurate financial statements 
that came from a string of corporate 
scandals starting with Enron. 

Mr. Speaker, who could be against 
that? Just allow stock options to be ex-
pensed. We could allow exceptions for 
start-up companies, especially in the 
high-tech area, but instead Congress, 
here in the House yesterday, blocked a 
rule to count stock options. 

I hope the Senate will not pass this 
legislation. 

f 

ATTACK THE DEFICIT 
(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
lican leadership still does not grasp the 
importance of reducing our Nation’s 
deficits. Instead, they continue to 
focus on misplaced priorities. 

Our Nation faces record deficits, and 
we ought to tackle the real problems 
that deficits pose. Deficits put a strain 
on the economy. They threaten Social 
Security and force families to bear the 
burden of our Nation’s debt. 

Over the next 6 years, Nevada fami-
lies will pay on average more than 
$20,000 out of their own pockets to help 
cover the cost of the national debt. In-
stead of dealing with this, the Repub-
lican leaders have chosen this week to 
focus on legislation that would erode 
the separation of powers by removing 
Federal court jurisdictions to review 
challenges to the Defense of Marriage 
Act. 

It is incomprehensible to me that Re-
publican leaders have deemed this the 
pressing issue when millions of Ameri-
cans have no health insurance, we still 
have not passed a transportation bill, 
and our deficits are skyrocketing out 
of control. 

Let us focus on what is really impor-
tant to American families, attack ris-
ing deficits with sensible approaches 
and let us let all of this extraneous 
nonsense go by the wayside where it 
belongs. 

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG CARD 
HELPING SENIORS 

(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sing 
the praises of the Medicare-approved 
prescription drug card. Seniors are now 
saving up to 20 percent off brand-name 
prescriptions, 40 percent off generics 
and 60 percent off mail order prescrip-
tions. 

In addition, America’s poorest sen-
iors can sign up to receive an addi-
tional $1,200 credit for their prescrip-
tions over the next year and a half. For 
those lower-income seniors, savings 
can be as high as 86 percent off what 
they are paying before the card. 

Now that seniors are receiving these 
savings, Democrats have realized they 
cannot claim that the cards do not 
help. America’s poorest seniors are get-
ting cash subsidies for their medica-
tions, so now the Democrats have 
taken a new approach to their medi- 
scare tactics. 

Since they know the cards are bene-
ficial, they are now saying that they 
are too confusing. Well, if seniors will 
call the 1–800–MEDICARE number and 
have their prescription bottles handy, 
give them your ZIP code, what pre-
scriptions you are currently taking, 
the name of each drug, the dose, how 
often you take the drug, and the cost 
of the drug, you will be able to receive 

information that will immediately be 
of assistance. 

f 

RICH GET RICHER, POOR GET 
POORER 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, two 
headlines speak volumes about the eco-
nomic conditions of the middle class in 
America today: Sunday’s New York 
Times headline, ‘‘Hourly Pay is Not 
Keeping Pace With Price Rises’’; yes-
terday’s Wall Street Journal, ‘‘So Far, 
Economic Recovery Tilts to the High-
est Income Americans.’’ And for the 
middle class we have a wage and ben-
efit recession. 

These headlines show that there is 
two-track economy, one for the very 
wealthy who are doing well, and one 
for the middle class who are struggling 
to keep pace with their middle-class 
dreams and providing for their chil-
dren. 

What we have today is a $500 billion 
deficit all financed because we are try-
ing to wage three wars with three tax 
cuts and showing it cannot be done. 

Republicans have chosen to put off 
addressing America’s health care cri-
sis, rising tuition costs, stagnant 
wages, and the ever-elusive retirement 
security. 

As corporate profits boom in America 
by 16 percent, America’s middle class 
are feeling squeezed by stagnant wages 
and rising health care costs. While 
sales of BMWs and at Neiman-Marcus 
are rising, same store sales at Target 
and Wal-Mart are stagnant. 

With a record like this, only this ad-
ministration would wave the banner, 
‘‘Mission Accomplished’’ above the 
economy. It is time to put that banner 
back where it came from. 

f 

NO HONEST MISTAKE 
(Mrs. MILLER of Michigan asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, it is absolutely amazing that 
since the revelations about Sandy 
Berger, who was National Security Ad-
viser for President Clinton and has 
been the Kerry Campaign’s senior pol-
icy adviser, since these revelations 
that Sandy Berger had removed classi-
fied documents at the National Ar-
chives, that my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have been so 
dismissive of this gross violation of our 
national security. 

I can only imagine the howls from 
the other side of the aisle if allegations 
were made against Condoleezza Rice, 
that she had stuffed documents, classi-
fied documents in her socks and re-
moved them from the Archives and 
that some of the documents were still 
missing. 

I am sure we would hear accusations 
of a cover-up, a vast conspiracy. 
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No, we are hearing none of that from 

my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. Instead, what do we hear? They 
say it was a mistake, an honest mis-
take, more innocent than it looks. We 
certainly do not hear any calls for in-
vestigations. 

Well, I am both shocked and appalled 
by these reports, and I am calling for 
the appropriate House committee to in-
vestigate. The American people deserve 
to know. 

f 

FAILED REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC 
PLAN 

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 1,168 days since President Bush 
and the Republican Party embarked on 
their economic plan for our country. 
During that time the national debt has 
increased by $1,636,400,551,909.99. 

According to the Web site for the Bu-
reau of the Public Debt at the U.S. De-
partment of Treasury, yesterday the 
Nation’s outstanding privately held 
debt was $4,228,487,022,143.12. Foreign 
holdings, debt held by foreign govern-
ments and others, not Americans, now 
total $1.5 trillion. This is an increase of 
$740 billion since January 2001 and is 
now 41 percent of all privately held 
debt. 

f 

b 1015 

PROGRESS IN IRAQ REPORTED IN 
THE NEW YORK TIMES 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday’s New York Times 
front page surprisingly detailed some 
of the progress being made daily in 
Iraq. The article described dozens of 
small-scale construction initiatives or 
microprojects that have been under 
way throughout Iraq. This includes 
digging wells to supply water to hun-
dreds in small towns and helping to re-
store historic sites that are essential 
to the local culture. 

This is only a grudging glimpse of 
the good news that has been taking 
place in Iraq since the American mili-
tary and coalition forces liberated the 
nation from Saddam Hussein’s tyran-
nical regime. I have seen firsthand the 
positive progress being made in Iraq to 
build a civil society which fights ter-
rorist training to protect Iraqi and 
American families. 

I am encouraged that media outlets, 
such as the New York Times that for 
too long ignored the good news in Iraq 
in favor of police-blotter journalism, 
are now showing limited signs of bal-
anced reporting. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops. 
We will never forget September 11. 

HONORING STUDENTS AROUND 
NEW YORK CITY WHO PARTICI-
PATED IN CONSTITUTION EDU-
CATION AND ENGAGEMENT 
PROJECT 

(Mr. WEINER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
pay tribute to the over 100 students 
from around New York City who par-
ticipated this year in the Constitution 
Education Engagement Project. The 
CEEP program, of which Carl Bonomo 
is the founder and Dorothy McCloskey 
is the director, takes secondary school 
students from around New York City 
and asks them to have hearings, dis-
cussion and debates and arrive at a 
piece of legislation for this Congress to 
consider. 

This year, the winner was from the 
Wadleigh Secondary School. Their 
piece of legislation, which addresses 
the inequities in education funding, I 
will be introducing in the RECORD fol-
lowing these remarks, as well as the 
list of students who participated to 
make this project such a success. 

The legislation that they have come 
up with addresses problems that affect 
over 41 States in the United States, 
and that is the inequity between fund-
ing among different school districts. In 
New York State alone, $17,000 is spent 
per student in one district compared to 
$6,000 per student in others. 

Since 1973, 45 different States have 
had to address the inequities in school 
funding. The students at the Wadleigh 
Secondary School are among our 
brightest and best. They are members 
of the CEEP program, which seeks to 
address the problems we have in our 
country through the legislative proc-
ess. 

I hope this House joins in paying 
tribute to their successes. 

f 

FEDERAL MARRIAGE AMENDMENT 

(Mr. RYUN of Kansas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to address the proposed Fed-
eral marriage amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution. 

Marriage for thousands of years has 
been between one man and one woman. 
This body passed the Defense of Mar-
riage Act, along with 38 State legisla-
tures. Yet in recent years, courts and 
other government authorities have ac-
tually worked against these efforts to 
protect marriage. 

Today, because of local government 
authorities, homosexual couples are 
able to be married in certain States 
and cities in our country. It will not be 
long until a couple will try to force an-
other State to recognize this marriage; 
and sooner or later, they will find a 
Federal judge who will side with them. 

Congress must take a stand now 
against these efforts to thwart the will 

of Congress, State legislatures, and the 
American people. Thus far, Federal law 
has not stopped courts from ruling in 
favor of these illegal unions. Organiza-
tions have challenged DOMA in arenas 
that further remove the decision-mak-
ing process from the general public and 
their elected representatives, barring 
the majority of Americans from being 
heard during the process. 

We should support efforts to block 
Federal judges from overriding DOMA, 
but only the Federal marriage amend-
ment can protect the American peo-
ple’s will from being silenced once and 
for all. 

f 

OVERTIME PAY REGULATIONS 
(Ms. WATSON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, on Au-
gust 23, President Bush’s new overtime 
pay take-away rules will go into effect. 
These rules will slash wages for over 6 
million Americans. 

Since 2001, this administration has 
passively stood by while Americans 
lost their jobs and unemployment ben-
efits; but here in Congress, we have a 
duty to fight for the safety and secu-
rity of workers who need overtime 
wages to pay their bills and make ends 
meet. 

If these rules go forward, the out-
come will be disastrous for working 
families who depend on the income 
from overtime wages in order to live. 
Hardworking mothers and fathers in 
my hometown of Los Angeles will see 
their workplace more than their 
homes, their bosses more than their 
families as they are forced to work 
longer hours for less pay. 

Mr. Speaker, it is outrageous for 
Congress to deny overtime pay to the 
nurses, policemen, secretaries and 
every other person who works for a liv-
ing, while the administration rewards 
millionaires and big corporations with 
tax breaks. Slashing overtime wages is 
another example of this administra-
tion’s disregard for the well-being of 
the middle class. 

f 

INVESTIGATION OF SANDY 
BERGER 

(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Clinton’s National Security Ad-
viser, Sandy Berger, has admitted to 
removing highly classified terrorism 
documents from a secure room during 
preparations for the September 11 Com-
mission hearings. 

According to reports, Mr. Berger 
knowingly, and this is an arrogant, 
total disregard of the law, knowingly 
removed handwritten notes he had 
made while reading classified docu-
ments by sticking them in his jacket 
and pants. He also removed several 
classified documents. Some of these 
documents were discarded by Mr. 
Berger and are still missing. 
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The missing documents are highly 

classified reports on the Clinton ad-
ministration’s handling of al Qaeda 
terror threats during the December 
1999 millennium celebrations. They in-
cluded critical assessments of the U.S. 
response to terrorist threats, as well as 
identification of vulnerabilities at U.S. 
airports and seaports. 

Removing highly classified anti-ter-
rorism information from a secure area 
is extremely dangerous, and misplacing 
such information is absolutely inexcus-
able. 

Mr. Berger has attributed his actions 
to sloppiness. A person in Mr. Berger’s 
position does know better than to do 
something so irresponsible, and he 
should be well aware of the serious con-
sequences. 

The Justice Department is currently 
conducting a criminal investigation. 
We should render Mr. Berger the ben-
efit of the doubt, but these admitted 
actions have the potential of under-
mining U.S. national security and dam-
aging the integrity of the September 11 
Commission. 

f 

BUSH ADMINISTRATION SMEAR 
CAMPAIGN 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, well, 
here we go again. Anytime the heat is 
on the Republicans, the Bush adminis-
tration, they leak something out and 
try and smear somebody. 

The 9/11 Commission report is coming 
out tomorrow, and just 3 days before it 
they bring up something that has been 
investigated for 9 months. They leak it 
out of the Justice Department. 

Now, even conservative reporters like 
Norm Ornstein and David Gurgin have 
said they are enormously skeptical 
about this whole thing. David Gurgin 
said it is suspicious. 

It is not suspicious. It is what they 
always do. Whenever there is some-
thing coming up, they find a way to 
leak out something like against Ms. 
Gorelick on the 9/11 Commission. They 
never wanted the commission, and now 
it is going to come out and say bad 
things about them. So they are going 
to smear all the people around it as 
quickly as possible. 

That is a standard operating position 
for these people, and it is despicable. 
Why do they not let the Justice De-
partment do the report? It was 9 long 
months ago it started. Let them bring 
it out when there is going to be an in-
dictment. 

We will do the same for the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), and 
we will do the same for all the Mem-
bers on the Republican side who want 
to raise these kinds of issues. Why do 
we not wait until the people in the Jus-
tice Department make the decision? 

f 

FINAL OVERTIME RULES 
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, on their 
policy of liquidating overtime pay as 
we know it, the Republican majority 
should end their covert sabotage and 
come out of the closet. The right to 
overtime pay is a fundamental right 
guaranteed for the past 66 years by the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. For 6 mil-
lion or more American workers, how-
ever, that right will expire in exactly 1 
month’s time. 

On August 23, a Bush administration 
rule will be implemented to strip hard-
working Americans, including certain 
police officers, nurses, preschool teach-
ers and many others, of rightfully 
earned overtime pay. Republicans must 
admit their war on overtime. Come out 
of the closet. 

The House Republican leadership is 
now refusing to bring the fiscal year 
2005 Labor-HHS appropriations to the 
floor. The Republicans fear the truth 
and power of a Democratic amendment 
to reverse this Bush rule and protect 
workers’ rights to overtime pay. The 
Republicans are afraid to expose their 
unjust policy to the voters. 

Under the Bush economic plan which 
favors the haves and have-mores, an in-
creasing number of American workers 
have had to rely on overtime wages 
simply to pay their electricity bill or 
their monthly mortgage. 

But overtime for working families is 
also an issue of fundamental fairness. 
In Iraq, 90 percent of the frontline sol-
diers are the children of these working 
families. Mandating that employees 
work extra hours without adequate pay 
is a betrayal of the trust of the fami-
lies of our heroes. 

Vote ‘‘yes’’ on overtime pay. Bring it 
to the floor today. 

f 

THE MAJORITY’S NEW STRATEGY 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, 6 mil-
lion Americans are about to lose their 
right to overtime protection, police of-
ficers, firefighters, preschool teachers; 
and I believe that a majority of this 
House is ready to vote against that 
proposal and is ready to restrain that 
proposal from becoming law. 

I have, Mr. Speaker, to commend the 
majority because they have found a 
new way to subvert the will of the ma-
jority. On two occasions what the ma-
jority has done is permit a proposition 
to come to the floor, lose, as they did 
in the case of the Medicare vote, lose 
as they did in the case of protecting 
civil rights under an amendment to the 
PATRIOT Act, and then fix the result 
after they have lost. 

This time they have come up with a 
new strategy. Because the majority 
knows it will lose this vote on over-
time, they are prohibiting the vote 
from coming to the floor in the first 
place. 

If the Labor-HHS appropriations bill 
were reported out of committee and 
brought to this floor, this House would 
get a chance to work its will and defeat 
this proposal that will deny 6 million 
Americans the right to overtime. 

I say, Mr. Speaker, to the majority, 
bring it to the floor. Let the House 
work its will. Let the majority protect 
the rights of 6 million Americans. 

f 

THE CRISIS IN THE SUDAN 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor today with a sense of 
urgency to call on my colleagues to act 
now, before we adjourn, upon the crisis 
that is developing more and worsening 
every day in the Sudan. 

Over 1 million Sudanese have been 
displaced and 30,000 have been killed so 
far in Darfur, and we understand that a 
minimum of 1,000 people a day are 
dying, being killed. Women and girls 
are being systematically raped and 
brutalized by thugs who have been re-
ported to sing with glee as they inflict 
pain and humiliation beyond belief. 

I stand here today not only as a 
Member of the United States House of 
Representatives but as a Jew, as part 
of a people who are still haunted by the 
killing of 6 million during World War 
II, while there were people in the world 
who knew what was happening, and as 
a grandmother who does not want to 
face my grandchildren who say to me, 
Grandma, you were in the Congress 
when people were killed in a genocide 
in the Sudan, what did you do. That is 
a question we all have to ask ourselves. 

We should pass a resolution today be-
fore we leave this Congress that we will 
act, not just talk about it. 

f 

WHEN THE HEAT IS ON, BUSH 
TEAM USES NATIONAL SECU-
RITY INFORMATION FOR POLIT-
ICAL COVER 
(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, just 3 
days prior to the release of the 9/11 
Commission report critical of the Bush 
administration’s lack of attention on 
terrorism, a 7-month-old FBI investiga-
tion of former National Security Ad-
viser Sandy Berger was leaked to the 
media. The timing of the leak is sort of 
curious. 

Previously, the Bush team has used 
national security information and 
memos to disparage 9/11 Commission 
members who they did not like. Now, 
tomorrow, the 9/11 Commission is pre-
paring to release their report, and we 
know it will be bad for the Bush admin-
istration. We know we were not as safe 
as we should have been on September 
11, and we still mourn the thousands 
who died that day. 

The Bush administration opposed the 
creation of the commission. They 

VerDate May 21 2004 00:35 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.008 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6449 July 21, 2004 
fought against giving the commission 
enough time to complete its work and 
tried to limit the documents the com-
mission could see. 

President Bush and Vice President 
CHENEY sought to limit any questions 
they received from the commission and 
National Security Adviser Condoleezza 
Rice tried to avoid testifying publicly 
at all. 

Now, the commission’s report is done 
and the questions it raises are, Are we 
as safe as we should be today? How 
much progress have we made in cor-
recting homeland security deficiencies? 

Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has a lot of work left to be done. 

f 

b 1030 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4837, 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 732 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 732 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4837) making 
appropriations for military construction, 
family housing, and base realignment and 
closure for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2005, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. Points of 
order against provisions in the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are 
waived except: section 129. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of 
whether the Member offering an amendment 
has caused it to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read. 
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill 
for amendment the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KIRK). The gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-

olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, last night the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted an 
open rule for H.R. 4837, the Fiscal Year 
2005 Military Construction Appropria-
tions Act. 

The United States military is clearly 
the best in the world, and the young 
men and women in our Army, Navy, 
Air Force, and Marines are thoroughly 
dedicated and patriotic professionals, 
the best our Nation has to offer. 

And we are asking a lot of our mili-
tary today. Our military personnel on 
active duty know that they may well 
be deployed overseas and perhaps on 
dangerous missions; so we want to pro-
vide a quality of life for themselves 
and their families that will allow them 
to serve, knowing that their families 
will be taken care of with good housing 
and good health care. 

H.R. 4837 recognizes the dedication 
and commitment of our troops by pro-
viding for their most basic needs: im-
proved military facilities, including 
housing and medical facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, we must honor the most 
basic commitments we have made to 
the men and women of our Armed 
Forces. We must ensure a reasonable 
quality of life to recruit and retain the 
best and the brightest for America’s 
fighting forces, and most importantly, 
we must do all in our power to ensure 
a strong, able, dedicated American 
military so this Nation will be ever 
vigilant, ever prepared. 

H.R. 4837 provides nearly $1.1 billion 
for troop housing and $190 million for 
hospital and medical facilities for the 
troops and their families. Military 
families also have a tremendous need 
for quality child care, especially single 
parents and families in which one or 
both parents may face lengthy deploy-
ments. To help meet this need, the bill 
provides $26 million for child develop-
ment centers. 

This bill is more than just a signal to 
our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Ma-
rines that this Nation recognizes their 
sacrifices. It is a means by which we 
meet our commitment to providing 
them decent quality of life, and this 
will sustain the commitment and pro-
fessionalism of America’s all-volunteer 
armed services and the families that 
support them. We owe them a great 
debt of gratitude. 

While our men and women in uniform 
have swiftly engaged our enemies 
abroad, they face increasingly complex 
personal and professional challenges 
here at home. We must do more to take 
care of those who are putting their 
lives on the line to defend our freedom 
and for their families that support 
them. So I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this rule and to support the con-
ference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes. 

Last night the Committee on Rules 
met to report a rule for the Military 
Construction Appropriations bill for 
2005. The bill has wide bipartisan sup-
port. It provides sufficient funding for 
America’s military construction needs 
and includes funding to improve facili-
ties and family housing on reserve and 
active duty installations around the 
world. The bill also includes a provi-
sion that protects the most successful 
military housing project in history, the 
Military Housing Privatization Initia-
tive. 

Under this program, the Federal Gov-
ernment creates public-private part-
nerships to construct and renovate 
military family housing. The current 
state of military housing is a disgrace. 
It is often old and dilapidated. Under 
this program, quality homes for our 
troops and their families are con-
structed more affordably and more 
quickly. It is estimated that the gov-
ernment saves 10 to 15 percent over the 
life of the project, and military fami-
lies receive improved homes in one- 
tenth of the time it will have taken 
using old methods of family housing 
construction. 

When the program started in 1996, it 
was tied to a cap of $850 million in gov-
ernment investment. The Department 
of Defense will reach this cap in No-
vember. The Military Construction bill 
contains a provision to raise the cap 
and ensure that the most successful 
military housing program ever will be 
able to continue. 

And herein lies the problem, Mr. 
Speaker. The rule that we are consid-
ering today puts this program in dan-
ger. It allows a point of order on the 
section of the bill raising the cap on 
the Privatization Initiative that would 
allow it to be completely stripped from 
the bill. If that happens, the program 
would be unable to continue past No-
vember of this year, and almost 50,000 
military families would pay the price 
and continue to live in substandard 
housing. 

I made a motion last night in the 
Committee on Rules to protect this 
section of the bill so that it could not 
be stripped out, but it was defeated on 
a party-line vote. I just do not under-
stand that, Mr. Speaker, because per-
haps more than anything else in this 
bill, this provision will help raise the 
quality of life for our troops and their 
families. 

Perhaps worst of all is the fact that 
this is the only provision in the Mili-
tary Construction bill that can be 
stripped out on a point of order. I think 
that shows real disregard and dis-
respect for our soldiers, and, quite 
frankly, Mr. Speaker, I find it disgrace-
ful. We in this House are constantly 
talking about the need to support our 
troops, and yet when the time comes to 
actually vote on a substantive issue 
that could really help our fighting men 
and women and their families, some 
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Members of this House are not fol-
lowing through. 

I, for one, am proud to support our 
troops. As a Nation, we continue to ask 
more and more of them, especially in 
this time of war and uncertainty. Our 
brave soldiers and their families de-
serve to live in quality housing, not 
slums. It should be their right, not 
their privilege; and that is why today I 
will attempt to defeat the previous 
question. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to 
protect the military housing cap in the 
bill from being stripped out on a point 
of order. 

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, countless military families 
and military organizations, and the 
President of the United States—let me 
repeat that, and the President of the 
United States, all support raising this 
cap. This House should too. America’s 
troops and their families deserve to 
have our unconditional support as they 
continue to fight the war on terror. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question and 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

I rise in opposition to this rule, and I 
do so without disrespect at all to the 
gentlewoman. She is a very valuable 
Member of this Congress and a friend 
and someone who has worked hard to 
make sure that when we write budgets, 
when we determine spending priorities, 
that we adhere to them. And that is 
why I rise in opposition to this rule. 

This bill breaches the spending limit 
made under the budget. There will be 
people who come to the floor today 
who will claim that the only issue 
today is military housing when, in 
fact, the issue today is an $800-plus bil-
lion budget from which we can find 
many puts and many takes in order to 
adjust priorities here and adjust prior-
ities there in order to make sure all 
priorities fit within a budget. 

How does this process work? The 
Committee on Appropriations, appro-
priately and in a way that we all appre-
ciate, filed their bill meeting what is 
called the 302(b) number for military 
construction, meaning that it fit with-
in the budget when the committee 
process began. But there were amend-
ments that were made in order to in-
crease the amount of spending over the 
budget and over the amount that was 
prioritized. 

Why was that done? It was done for 
political purposes. It was done to make 
points because, as everyone knows, in 
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill, the cap that we will be talk-
ing about today for military housing 
was lifted. So it is being taken care of. 

It is being taken care of in the author-
ization process, which is the appro-
priate way to handle it, the appro-
priate direction to take, and a way 
that does not bust the budget and al-
lows all of us to do this within a re-
sponsible process. 

This Military Construction bill 
breaches the allocations that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations established 
for the Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction by $1.2 billion as a result; 
that is 10 percent of the allocation. We 
are not just busting this by a couple of 
bucks here. We are not just saying it is 
okay to go over by a little. I mean, 
there have already been three bills that 
have left the House floor as appropria-
tions that busted their allocations, 
three bills that we voted on on the 
floor here, that were sent to the other 
body, that busted the budget. 

So it does happen. It does happen by 
a few hundred thousand here, hundred 
million there, but rarely have we ever 
seen the chutzpa of coming to the floor 
with a bill that busts it by over 10 per-
cent of the allocation. 

How does the Committee on Appro-
priations usually deal with this? Very 
typically, very routinely, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations comes to the 
floor and they make an adjustment to 
their 302(b) allocations. In fact, they 
can even make an adjustment to a bill 
that has already left, and they have 
done that in the past. And in fact, as I 
understand it today, they will make 
adjustments to their 302(b) allocations 
in order to make the three bills that 
left here, busting the budget, fit, some-
thing that they routinely do currently 
and totally within their jurisdiction 
and something that we, as fiscal hawks 
and people that want to make sure 
that we adhere to the budget, appre-
ciate. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations has never brought a bill 
to this floor that busted the budget. 
Unfortunately, today this rule would 
allow that to happen. And that is why 
I rise in opposition, because we should 
not allow that to happen. 

Military housing is an effective pro-
gram, so important that I am dis-
appointed that the Committee on Ap-
propriations did not offset the addi-
tional cost with a spending reduction 
in other bills from lower-priority 
items, which is fully within their juris-
diction. Do they mean to tell me there 
is nothing else within any of the 13 ap-
propriation bills that are lower pri-
ority than the military housing for our 
families who are fighting to defend our 
freedom? Nothing? Absolutely nothing? 
We cannot look for anything? 

Just waive the rules, and not only 
waive the budget and the budget rules, 
but to do so almost 2 weeks after we 
had a debate on this floor saying the 
budget process is broken, we have got 
to come up with new rules. Why do we 
have to come up with new rules if we 
break the rules that we already have? 
Why do we adhere to the rules that we 
already have? Such as we write a budg-

et, we allow the Committee on Appro-
priations to make their allocations 
within the discretionary accounts. 
They make that decision and bring 
bills to the floor to fit within that 
budget so that in final analysis we are 
able to stay within that budget overall 
and not increase the deficit and not 
borrow more money and not add to the 
national debt. 

But we will continue to hear today 
that this is an important program and 
it needs our support. And it does need 
our support and it already has our sup-
port because it is moving through in 
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion. 

The House should not be in a position 
of having to take up this bill. Under 
section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget Act, it is not in order for the 
House to even consider a measure that 
breaches the 302(b) allocation, Mr. 
Speaker. It is not even in order to con-
sider this bill. And there are all sorts 
of mechanisms available to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations prior to 
bringing this bill to the floor, to make 
their adjustments to ensure that this 
bill meets its allocation. 

The purpose of this rule is not to put 
a burden on enforcing the budget on 
the committee while it is moving the 
bill. Nevertheless, in a dramatic lapse 
of what I would call parliamentary re-
sponsibility and budget discipline, the 
rule waives this point of order. The 
rule shifts the burden for bringing the 
bill into compliance with the resolu-
tion away from the committee that is 
responsible, away from the Committee 
on Appropriations that we ask to make 
the tough decisions, to make the tough 
political decisions when they are polit-
ical, like this one will have to be be-
cause people will make political points 
about this, about people not caring, 
about people not supporting, about 
people not wanting our military fami-
lies to live in decent housing. 

b 1045 

Well, there is not a Member of this 
body, not a Member of this body on ei-
ther side, who should be accused of 
that or who would suggest that the 
men and women who serve in our mili-
tary, who fight for freedom, should live 
in sub-quality housing. That is why we 
have the program. That is why the De-
partment of Defense authorization lifts 
the cap and works to ensure that our 
men and women in the military have 
the ability to do just that. 

Faced with the choice, and it is an 
unfortunate choice that I believe we 
are faced with today, of enforcing the 
budget resolution or supporting this 
rule, I believe it is my job as the chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget 
to enforce the budget; to listen to the 
men and women in the military who 
think their choice is more important 
than all sorts of choices that have been 
made and are going to be made in sub-
sequent appropriation bills, number 
one, and also listen to the unbelievable 
amount, it should not be unbelievable, 
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it is actually believable to me, but the 
growing chorus of people across this 
country that say you in Congress spend 
too much money. Set your priorities. 
Determine what is important. Support 
our military families, and find some-
thing that is not quite as high a pri-
ority to cut out of the budget, to post-
pone until next year, to eliminate en-
tirely. 

The waste, fraud and abuse that is 
going on in this budget, that is going 
on in this government, that goes on as 
a result of what we continue to perpet-
uate without making those tough 
choices, is what we have to come 
through. Are the choices tough? Of 
course they are tough. But remember 2 
weeks ago when we had that budget de-
bate; when everybody said please, take 
away those tough choices for me. Come 
up with new rules that have commis-
sions, outside commissions, to make 
these decisions. Or let us do something 
so that I do not have to make these 
tough choices, so I do not have to 
choose between military families and 
waste within other Departments of the 
government. 

I know what my choice is. My choice 
is let us eliminate the waste. My 
choice is let us support those families, 
just like everybody else here on the 
floor would choose. 

Instead, unfortunately, what happens 
today is we have a bill that comes to 
the floor that not only busts the over-
all budget, but busts its total alloca-
tion for this bill alone by 10 percent. 
That is irresponsible to our military 
families, and that is irresponsible to 
the fiscal integrity of this government. 

We should not adopt this rule. If it is 
adopted, I will move to strike this pro-
vision. I ask for people to vote in oppo-
sition to this rule. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Will the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget please remain for a ques-
tion? Will the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE) please remain for a ques-
tion? I do not think he meant to inten-
tionally misstate a fact. 

I would point out that the authoriza-
tion bill lifts the cap for 2006. It does 
not lift it for 2005. In fact, the adminis-
tration has asked for the $500 million. 

I do not think the gentleman inten-
tionally meant to misstate the fact, 
but he did make a misstatement of fact 
on the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I think that 
the speech we just heard indeed does il-
lustrate rather dramatically the dif-
ference in priorities between most of us 
on this side of the aisle and many oth-
ers on that side of the aisle. 

What is before us is this: we rou-
tinely see Members of both parties in 
this House talk about the need for 
shared sacrifice, and we routinely see 
Members of both political parties pos-
ing for political holy pictures because 
they both profess to be so concerned 
about the welfare of our soldiers who 

are fighting our wars on behalf of our 
national interest. But this rule walks 
away blatantly—it walks away from 
our obligation to those military fami-
lies who are the backbone of our mili-
tary efforts, whether in Iraq or other 
places around the world. 

Now, the bill as it was reported by 
the Committee on Appropriations at 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), who is the pri-
mary mover on this issue, included a 
provision which allowed the Military 
Housing Privatization Program to con-
tinue to operate. That is important, be-
cause 160,000 military families right 
now live in sub-standard housing, and 
the provision in this bill to raise the 
cap on that program would have helped 
50,000 of those military families to 
wind up living in decent housing. This 
rule will allow a single Member of this 
House to knock out that provision. 

So here we are in the middle of a war. 
We talk about shared sacrifice, but in 
the end, how does that shared sacrifice 
really apply? To some folks in the mili-
tary, those folks are asked to do their 
duty not just once, but twice. Some of 
them have already done one tour in 
Iraq. Now they are being called upon to 
do it again. Meanwhile, the rest of us 
in the country can sit back and ‘‘sac-
rifice’’ by accepting our tax cuts. 

Now, the gentleman who just spoke, 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, produced a budget resolution 
which sacrificed virtually every na-
tional priority to his preference that 
we provide supersized tax cuts to peo-
ple who make $1 million a year. So the 
budget resolution which that gen-
tleman brought to the floor guaranteed 
that we were going to be able to give 
$90,000 tax cuts to people who make $1 
million a year. 

Where did the money come from? By 
squeezing on military housing, by 
squeezing on aid to education, by 
squeezing on health research at NIH, 
by squeezing on law enforcement fund-
ing. 

The gentleman has very frankly stat-
ed his priorities, and I congratulate 
him for his honesty. I do not think 
much of his judgment, however, be-
cause if we were to follow his judgment 
and if we vote for this rule, that gen-
tleman will be allowed to strike this 
provision on military housing. 

If we follow this rule, if we allow this 
rule to pass, we will be in a situation 
where one Member of the House can ex-
ercise his personal preferences and 
knock out the provision that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, on a bipar-
tisan basis, put in this bill, to try to 
provide some help to the people who 
are doing the most to support the na-
tional policies of this country, and that 
is military families. I think that the 
result of this rule would be shameful. 

Now, frankly, I was surprised when I 
heard the gentleman from Iowa oppose 
the rule, because this rule is here be-
cause of his pressure on the Committee 
on Rules. But, Mr. Speaker, now as I 
think about it, I finally realize what 

the game is. The gentleman from Iowa 
wanted the Committee on Rules to do 
the dirty work. He wanted them to di-
rectly eliminate that provision, rather 
than having to take the personal heat 
by standing up and knocking out that 
provision on a point of order. 

Well, I would suggest the way to cor-
rect this problem is to vote down this 
rule, to vote down the previous ques-
tion so that we can bring to the House 
a bill which protects this provision. 
The rule provided waivers for all kinds 
of other provisions in the bill. Why did 
it exempt from that protection mili-
tary families who need our help the 
most? 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would announce to my 
colleagues, especially on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, that I intend 
to vote for this rule. But there is one 
part of the rule that I do not like. I 
wish that the rule would have pro-
tected language relative to military 
housing. 

I am really proud of the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Congress, 
because we have done an awful lot for 
the members of our military services, 
as we should; and there is a lot more 
that needs to be done. There are some 
24,000 military families anxiously 
awaiting for this bill to pass so that 
they can get in line to receive one of 
those new housing projects. 

Some of our military families live in 
great housing that has been produced 
through this public-private venture 
system and at a very low cost to the 
government, I might say. For every 
dollar it costs the government, there is 
$11 of private money invested, and 
these kids have great places to live. 
But there are at least 24,000 of our serv-
icemen today who still do not have a 
decent place to live, and that is what 
this bill seeks to create and to fix 
housing for them. 

The amendment that is in question 
does not appropriate any money. I do 
not see why the budget chairman is so 
exercised. We did not appropriate any 
additional money. The amendment 
that was offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman KNOLLENBERG) 
and by the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), was 
strictly to raise the limit on the 
amount of money the government 
could enter into with the contractors. 
We did not appropriate a single addi-
tional dollar; and we did not need to, 
because of the great way this program 
works. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget also said, why do this? It 
has already been done. 

That is not true. It has not been 
done. The authorizing committee 
would like to do it, but they face the 
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same budgetary constraints that we 
face—not dollars, not money being 
spent by the Federal Government, just 
to raise the limit on the amount of 
money that the Federal Government 
can enter into contracts with private 
contractors. 

It was suggested that we should have 
made changes in the budget process, 
and I agree with that. Let me tell you 
what one of the changes ought to be: 
the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget is basing his position on scor-
ing by CBO, the Congressional Budget 
Office. I would like to base mine on 
OMB, the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

OMB likes this provision, and they 
say that it is not going to cost any 
more money. The Administration in 
their Statement of Administration Pol-
icy, and the President, strongly sup-
port the provision that we are talking 
about. They say OMB would not score 
any additional cost to this provision 
because it does not increase the 
amount of budget authority available 
to the Department of Defense. 

So, yes, we need budget process re-
form. We need to have the people that 
are scoring our appropriations bills 
reading from the same page. You can-
not have CBO scoring something one 
way and OMB scoring it another way. 
That is one of the process changes that 
we need to make and that we will offer 
at a later date. 

Mr. Speaker, this is important to our 
kids that serve in the military. As I 
said, we have done a lot for them, and 
we sent them to war. Most of the peo-
ple that are concerned about this budg-
et situation voted to send them to war. 
And when you go to the hospitals, as I 
do on a regular basis, to visit the kids, 
they want to get better, they want to 
get back to the fight, but they also 
want to know, if someone is taking 
care of their family. Are they going to 
live in decent housing? Are they going 
to have enough money to buy food for 
the kids, and things like this. 

We owe these kids decent places to 
live. If we are going to send them to 
war, we owe them a quality of life that 
is better than so many of them are liv-
ing today. 

So we have a lot of work to do. The 
Committee on Appropriations, I be-
lieve, has made a great step forward in 
this bill by adding this language to 
allow the Department of Defense to in-
crease the amount of authority that 
they would give to the private-public 
venture that provides housing for our 
military families. 

There is a lot more that we have to 
do for these kids. They are paying a 
lot. The sacrifice is great, the separa-
tion from family, the facing of an 
enemy that is not even known in most 
cases, the problems they are facing in 
trying to secure America and our inter-
ests against terrorism and the terror-
ists who would threaten our very way 
of life. We owe them a lot more than 
we are doing for them now. 

MILITARY HOUSING PRIVATIZATION 
The Military Housing Privatization Initiative 

was started in 1996. This program has suc-
cessfully converted, 62,000 units and I have 
seen most of them. The program is extremely 
popular with military families who are clam-
oring to get out of the rat traps and into new 
homes. 

The program is extremely fiscally conserv-
ative. Every $1 of federal money leverages 
$11 of private investment. 

The provision in the Military Construction bill 
enhances the privatization program. Without it, 
the Department of Defense will have to forgo 
the creation of 24,000 additional homes. 

This provision simply raises the cap on the 
amount the Federal Government can con-
tribute to the program. It does not appropriate 
one single additional dime for the program. 
The administration strongly supports this provi-
sion. Let me read from the Statement of Ad-
ministration Policy on the bill. I quote, ‘‘The 
administration strongly supports the provision 
that would increase the military housing privat-
ization cap from $850 million to $1.35 billion. 
This increase will improve the quality of life of 
our military families.’’ OMB estimates that if 
this cap is not lifted the program will shut 
down in November of this year. 

For 6 years CBO scored this provision the 
same as OMB. For some reason, this year 
they have changed their position. Their expla-
nation is long and exceedingly complex. OMB 
disagrees totally with this interpretation. If 
there ever is a case to be made for directed 
scorekeeping, this is it. 

I am extremely disappointed that this provi-
sion was not protected by the rule and will 
probably be struck by a point of order. It has 
been said we will fix it later—why wait—now 
is better than later. 

FACT SHEET 
Military Housing Privatization Initiative 

(MHPI) began in 1996. As of February 2004, 
DOD privatized over 55,000 units through 27 
projects—the current plan is for 171,000 units, 
probably more. 

DOD projects that it will privatize over 
43,000 units in FY 2005. Of these, DOD esti-
mates that 24,000 units are threatened by the 
cap. 

Affected installations include Fort Drum 
(2,272 units), Fort Bliss (2,752 units), Eglin 
AFB (2,155 units), McGuire AFB/Fort Dix 
(2,592 units). 

DOD estimates that about half of current 
housing inventory is still inadequate (too 
small, inferior to current design standards, 
etc.). 

Secretary of Defense has established goal 
of eliminating inadequate housing inventory 
by 2007 (with exception of four Air Force in-
stallations by 2008 and Air Force overseas by 
2009). This goal is impossible without MHPI. 

Average ratio of private to Federal dollars 
is 11:1. 

Privatization is undertaken only where 
housing market and life cycle analysis indi-
cate that it is the best option. DOD will still 
rely primarily on existing housing market to 
meet service members’ needs. 
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The least we can do is give our mili-
tary servicemen a nice place to live, 
for them and their families. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, this 
rule is a slap in the face to America’s 

military families. They have a right to 
be outraged, and they will be when 
they find out what happens on the 
House floor today. 

This rule says to our military fami-
lies, many of them who have loved ones 
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan, that 
the House Republican leadership has 
made tax cuts for Members of Congress 
this year a higher priority than better 
housing for military families. 

With this rule, we put at risk the 
most important military housing pro-
gram in American history, the public- 
private initiative. To do so any time 
would be wrong. To do so during a time 
of war is unconscionable. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) owe our military 
families and all who respect them an 
answer to one question: Why is it that 
you can support just 2 months ago on 
this House Floor a $69 billion tax break 
that benefits Members of Congress, but 
today, we cannot afford to continue 
our military housing program for 50,000 
military families? 

Perhaps the answer was given by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) in 
his speech to bankers in March of 2003, 
just 1 week before the Iraqi war began, 
when he said this: ‘‘Nothing is more 
important in the face of war than cut-
ting taxes.’’ Nothing is more important 
in the face of war than cutting taxes. 

I would like to invite the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) to 
Fort Hood in my district, which has 
sent nearly 40,000 Army soldiers to Iraq 
this year alone, to explain why they 
can bring to the House Floor 2 months 
ago a bill that cut taxes for Members of 
Congress making $157,000-plus a year, 
but they cannot find a way today to 
protect the most important military 
housing program ever for service men 
and women making $20,000 and $30,000 a 
year. Where is the fairness in that? 

Is cutting taxes for Members of Con-
gress while freezing military housing 
improvements for our troops the lead-
ership’s new definition of shared sac-
rifice during time of war? If so, it is a 
flawed definition. 

Have our military families not sac-
rificed enough already? Why should 
50,000 military families in 22 States 
now have to sacrifice their dream of 
better military housing so we can help 
pay for a self-serving tax cut for Mem-
bers of Congress? 

What is happening today on this floor 
is an insult to the incredible sacrifices 
made by our service men and women. 

Oh, and how times have changed for 
the worst. Instead of President Frank-
lin Roosevelt asking all Americans to 
sacrifice after Pearl Harbor, the House 
leadership, in the midst of our war on 
terrorism, is saying with its words and 
its deeds that nothing is more impor-
tant in the face of war than cutting 
taxes. 

We are going to hear a lot of excuses 
today. We are going to hear that tech-
nicalities prevent us from preventing a 

VerDate May 21 2004 00:48 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.018 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6453 July 21, 2004 
freeze on the most important military 
housing program ever. Baloney. The 
House Committee on Rules, with one 
phone call from the Speaker, could 
have done what it has done repeatedly 
in this Congress on 25 occasions: pro-
tect an important provision in this bill 
from a technical point of order. Unbe-
lievably, unbelievably, that call was 
not made. 

Unfortunately, the same House lead-
ership that told the Committee on 
Rules to bring a tax cut, helping Mem-
bers of Congress, to the floor 2 months 
ago, could not make that phone call to 
protect military families today. We 
will hear a lot of excuses about how, 
well, there are other ways to solve the 
military housing program crisis. Well, 
that is exactly what they are, excuses. 

Those same Committee on the Budg-
et members failed to solve this problem 
in the Committee on the Budget. Then 
they failed to work with the Com-
mittee on Armed Services to solve the 
problem for fiscal year 2005 in the Com-
mittee on Armed Services bill. That 
was two strikes. Now, when the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is trying to 
solve the problem in a bipartisan way 
and support our military families, 
these same folks want to prohibit us 
from doing so. Three strikes, and they 
are out. 

Sadly, though, the people who will be 
left out in the cold are not Members of 
Congress who pretend to be fiscal 
hawks when it comes to funding mili-
tary housing improvements, but turned 
into fiscal doves when it came to pass-
ing a $69 billion tax break that put 
money in our pockets. These same peo-
ple will be leaving 50,000 military fami-
lies in 22 States out in the cold. 

We will hear excuses that military 
families will just have to wait for 
Members of Congress to have our 5- 
week vacation in July and August, and 
maybe the same House leaders we have 
who have ignored this housing crisis 
for the last 6 months will find a way to 
solve the problem, after campaign trips 
in August and beach vacations. 

I would suggest that leaders in Con-
gress who found the time to rename 
dozens of post offices this year and 
schedule tax cuts, votes on tax cuts for 
Members of Congress like me, maybe 
they should find the time to solve the 
military housing crisis now, before 
they go on vacation, before they make 
their dozens of campaign stops and 
fund-raising events in the month 
ahead. When it comes to solving a seri-
ous military housing crisis, the House 
Republican leadership has been AWOL. 

Fortunately, there have been many 
Members such as the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) and oth-
ers who have tried to come together to 
do the right thing. 

Let me be clear. I am not asking the 
House Republican leadership, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) and 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
to put themselves today in harm’s way 
like so many of the soldiers from Fort 

Hood in my district are in Iraq today. 
However, in all due respect, I would 
hope the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) would support our 
troops by saying that, Do my col-
leagues know what? The military hous-
ing crisis should be solved before, not 
after, we take our 5-week August vaca-
tion. 

Perhaps a little bit of shared sac-
rifice during a time of war is not too 
much to ask for our military families 
who have already made incredible sac-
rifices on behalf of the American fam-
ily. After all, despite the statement of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
that nothing is more important in the 
face of war than tax cuts, the vast ma-
jority of Americans would agree that 
there is something far more important 
than tax cuts, and especially tax cuts 
for Members of Congress during a time 
of war. It would be more important to 
support our troops and to support their 
loved ones, their families, to allow 
them to live in decent housing while 
they are giving up so much for our 
country. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me finish 
with this. There are moments when 
support for our military families ought 
to be more important than loyalty, 
blind loyalty to the House Speaker and 
the majority leader. I would suggest 
today is one of those times. During a 
time of war on terrorism, let us send a 
bipartisan vote and a message to our 
military families by saying, we are not 
going to go away on vacation in August 
until we solve the military housing cri-
sis; and that, yes, the House leadership 
is not perfect, and today it is wrong to 
bring a rule to this floor that would 
help one person defeat the most impor-
tant military housing program in 
American history. 

The vote is what really counts, not 
our speeches today, and the vote will 
say this: What is more important, loy-
alty to the House Republican leader-
ship or loyalty to the military men and 
women who are making such tremen-
dous sacrifices on behalf of all Ameri-
cans? 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is obviously political season, and 
when it is politically convenient, defi-
cits are a huge problem on the other 
side of the aisle, but they are not will-
ing to make any sacrifices in any other 
areas to be fiscally responsible to all of 
our citizens. 

There is no one in this House who 
does not support our troops and wants 
to see more military housing. But I 
really feel that today, in this debate I 
am listening to, our troops are being 
used as a pawn, and that is very dis-
turbing to me. Yes, this is an agenda of 
our President, but I would also like to 
remind the other side that tax cuts 
were also a priority of our President. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG), the chairman of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
this time. 

I rise in very reluctant support of 
this rule. I am eager to see this bill 
move forward. It is my bill. It is our 
committee’s bill. But I am dis-
appointed in one particular aspect of 
this rule. 

The rule does not protect section 129 
of the bill from a point of order. Sec-
tion 129 raises the cap on the military 
family housing privatization program. 
This provision does not appropriate one 
dime in any new money; it merely in-
creases the authorization level in order 
to allow fiscal year 2005 projects to pro-
ceed. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget referenced the defense au-
thorization bill. It does not even touch 
on 2005. It talks about 2006. This 
money, if the cap is not removed, is 
going to disappear by about November. 

Unfortunately, CBO has decided that 
this provision should be scored. Its ra-
tionale for doing so is a little strange 
and thoroughly unconvincing. The cru-
cial point is this: If the developer can-
not service the debt on a project, the 
Federal Government is not on the 
hook. This has been stated over and 
over. There is no backing of any kind 
for the developer’s private debt. 

The bottom line is that this is a 
bookkeeping dispute with CBO, noth-
ing more. But because of the decision 
of the CBO, this provision is vulnerable 
to a point of order, and I was hoping 
that this rule would waive that point 
of order. 

By the way, CBO and OMB scored 
this the same way since 1996, but this 
year CBO decided to change it. Nothing 
in the program has changed, but CBO 
decided to change the scoring. 

The housing privatization program is 
an enormously successful and popular 
program. I cannot think of a single per-
son, including the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget himself, who 
has expressed opposition to this pro-
gram. The administration put out a 
statement on the bill that strongly, 
strongly supports the provision. They 
do not agree with CBO’s scoring. 

Earlier this year, my subcommittee 
heard from military spouses who testi-
fied to the positive difference that this 
program made in their lives. Let me 
just quote from one spouse, Mrs. Susan 
Sinclair of Fort Rucker, Alabama. 

‘‘Thank you for your efforts to im-
prove our housing. The Residential 
Communities Initiative, RCI, has made 
many of our government neighbor-
hoods look like civilian communities. 
My neighbor received a letter from her 
daughter stating that Camp Hum-
phreys, Korea,’’ we are talking about 
Korea now, ‘‘had the best housing in 
the Army. What a change. As many of 
you know from my testimony 3 years 
ago, when my husband and I were sta-
tioned in Camp Humphreys, we lived in 
a condemned Quonset hut.’’ 

By the way, that still exists around 
the world, around this country in many 
ways, too. 

VerDate May 21 2004 00:48 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.037 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6454 July 21, 2004 
‘‘This new housing is a testament to 

your committee’s desire to improve the 
quality of life of our soldiers and their 
families. I want you to know how much 
we appreciate your efforts.’’ By the 
way, we have many of those. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard positive 
comments like this all the way up to 
the Joint Chiefs level. I really want to 
identify, too, with the comments of the 
gentleman from Florida (Chairman 
YOUNG), because I think he had some 
very, very significant points. 

I have personally seen this housing 
program and many members of this 
subcommittee have done so as well, 
and they have done some great work. 
Some new communities have been 
built, and this is a vast improvement. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I again 
say that I will support this rule, but 
only with serious reservations. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, there 
is absolutely no way I can support this 
rule. 

Last night, the Republican leadership 
of this House once again turned its 
back on military families trying to 
find a decent place to live. On bill after 
bill after bill, this Republican majority 
has chosen to waive all points of order, 
but on this bill, the Speaker and the 
majority leader refused to protect the 
Military Housing Privatization Initia-
tive provision in the Military Con-
struction bill from a point of order, de-
spite the support of the President of 
the United States and the chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

The leadership’s decision dooms the 
important military housing provision, 
and it is wrong; and it is wrong par-
ticularly in a time of war. 

The housing initiative is a public-pri-
vate partnership that allows developers 
and property managers to build or ren-
ovate homes for use by military per-
sonnel. It is extremely successful. In 
fact, it has already provided decent 
housing to more than 60,000 military 
families, exceeding all expectations. If 
adequately funded, this initiative will 
enable the military to eliminate nearly 
all inadequate units within the U.S. by 
2008. 

Unfortunately, the law establishing 
the initiative limits total Federal 
spending on this program. 
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This limit will be reached by this No-
vember, effectively sounding the death 
knell for the expectations of 50,000 
military families at 27 military bases 
in 22 States who are desperately wait-
ing for these homes over the next 2 
years. 

Now, faced with this housing catas-
trophe, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Chairman KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), 
with the bipartisan support of their 
committee, increased the MHPI cap by 
$500 million, the amount needed this 
year to continue upgrading and build-

ing military housing under this pro-
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the practice of the 
Republican leadership in the Com-
mittee on Rules to allow points of 
order to be raised if the chairman of 
the authorizing committee objects to 
the inclusion of any provision legis-
lating on an appropriations bill. The 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
consistently explains this whenever 
Democrats on the Committee on Rules 
ask why a rule does not protect a cer-
tain provision. Yet in this case, the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, the authorizing committee, 
supports raising the MHPI cap in this 
bill. 

Not only that, the President of the 
United States supports the raising of 
the cap in this bill; but the Republican 
leadership, despite all their rhetoric 
about supporting our troops, has once 
again turned their backs on our troops 
and their families. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one of those de-
fining moments. If Members of this 
House want to support our troops and 
their families, then they will reject 
this rule. If Members of this House 
want their actions to match their rhet-
oric, then they will reject this rule. 
Each year I have watched the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Chairman 
KNOLLENBERG) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) do their best for 
our military personnel and their fami-
lies with one of the most inadequate al-
locations in the budget. This year they 
tackled the difficult challenge of pro-
viding decent housing for our military 
families around the country. They did 
the right thing in this bill and in re-
turn only ask for protection for this 
important provision, and what they got 
from the Republican leadership was a 
slap in the face. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
previous question, support our troops, 
and support the families of our troops. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman HUNTER). 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Generally speaking, the authorizing 
committee, the Committee on Armed 
Services in this case, would be heavily 
attending this particular debate to ob-
ject to the appropriators making policy 
on an appropriations bill. In this case, 
we are not doing that. We do strongly 
support raising this cap, and the reason 
we want to do that is because for over 
the last several years, we have played 
by the rules. We have done everything, 
I think, according to the rules. We 
have engaged with the Committee on 
the Budget, and the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget is a very fine 
individual and has worked hard and 
diligently with us over the last many 
years to put together good defense 
budgets, as has the Republican leader-
ship. We have got a very good package 
this year; but the one thing we have 
not been able to accomplish is to raise 

this cap, and at risk right now are 
some 24,000 units. 

Now, I would just implore the Com-
mittee on the Budget and their very 
distinguished leader, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), to work with 
us on this one. Let us pull together on 
this one. This is one time when the au-
thorizers are willing to not protect 
their turf, because things do not come 
wrapped in neat packages; and this is 
one of those times when we are going 
to have to make a package that is a lit-
tle bit different from the standard 
package. That means doing everything 
with very vigilant protection of turf by 
authorizers during the appropriations 
process. 

We support this, and in the end we 
have got lots of folks that are serving 
in theatre right now. Quality of life is 
still a major, major issue with our 
military families; and we have seized 
on this new method, this privatization 
of vastly increasing that quality of life. 
In the interest of doing that, we are 
willing to give up this piece of turf at 
this time and go forward with this fix 
on this very difficult problem so that 
we can get more military housing for 
our military families, and I would just 
implore the Committee on the Budget 
to hang with us on this one. Let us all 
pull together, let us get this thing 
through, and I would hope that no one 
objects when it gets to the appropriate 
point in the debate. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES). 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, about 2,500 military 
families at Fort Bliss, Texas, which is 
in my district, are planning, or were 
planning, to live in new, improved 
homes thanks to the military housing 
privatization plan that is scheduled, or 
was scheduled, to start this year. 

However, because of this rule, this 
rule will prevent these families and 
thousands of others across the country 
from receiving the same improved 
housing they desperately need and they 
deserve. The Residential Communities 
Initiative, RCI, is a Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative that aims to 
eliminate inadequate housing on Army 
bases by 2007. 

I want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Chair-
man KNOLLENBERG) who have worked 
very hard to support our troops and to 
get a provision in the MILCON appro-
priations bill to increase the cap for 
the MHPI program. 

But this irresponsible rule would ef-
fectively strip that provision from the 
bill. So today I want to ask and urge 
my colleagues to vote against this rule 
so that military families across the 
country can receive improved housing 
that they so desperately need and so 
much deserve. At a time when our men 
and women in uniform and their fami-
lies are sacrificing so much for our Na-
tion, this, I think, is the very least we 
can do. 
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And I want to remind all of you, all 

of you, my colleagues, that it is not 
enough to say that we support our 
troops. It is not enough to say that our 
troops are performing professionally. It 
is not enough to say that our troops 
are performing heroically and then 
turn around and shaft their families by 
eliminating this critically needed mili-
tary housing initiative. 

Our troops, their families, and Amer-
ica are watching what we do here 
today. If you vote for this rule, you are 
voting against our military families. 
Let us reject this rule and put our 
money where our mouths have been. 
Let us not just talk the talk time and 
time again on this floor, but it is time 
to walk the walk. Support our military 
families. They are watching what we 
do, and they will hold those responsible 
accountable, as they should. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
very reluctant support of this rule and 
with great concern about the provision 
that would permit an objection to be 
offered to the military housing provi-
sions in the bill. Mr. Speaker, much 
has been said about this provision al-
ready, and I would just add this, that 
many of us, all Members of Congress, 
work to support the men and women 
who sign up on a volunteer basis to be 
members of the armed services. When 
they sign up, we spend millions and bil-
lions of dollars on training, recruit-
ment, trying to make sure that the all- 
volunteer force remains a professional 
force, and that depends on retention. If 
we do not have the men and women 
who volunteer to join the service and 
who we spend billions of dollars to 
train, if they do not decide to stay in 
the military forces, then our all-volun-
teer force cannot work. 

The quality-of-life issues become ex-
tremely important, and one of the 
most important quality of life issues is 
housing. Currently, we are behind in 
providing housing for our military fam-
ilies. If we increased our military con-
struction budget by $1 billion a year 
for 20 years, we would catch up. Obvi-
ously, we cannot afford to increase our 
military construction budget by $1 bil-
lion a year for 20 years to do that 
catchup. 

However, if DOD invests $500 million 
and leverages the balance of what we 
need to provide housing through this 
military construction program, we will 
be able to solve this problem in a rel-
atively short period of time. The pro-
gram is working. It has proven to be 
successful, and to remove the legisla-
tive cap in fiscal year 2005 is extremely 
important. We on the authorization 
committee have provided a provision 
to increase it in 2006, but to skip a 
year, which puts us that much further 
behind. And, therefore, I would urge 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, who has indicated that he is 
going to raise this objection, not to do 
so. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON). 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, this is 
not brain surgery. I for myself will 
vote against this rule, because to vote 
otherwise would be to vote against the 
wonderful troops and their families. I 
just cannot do that. 

Let me explain. At the start of fiscal 
year 2004, the services reported that al-
most half of the military families’ 
houses were inadequate. We know that 
they deserve better. The Military 
Housing Privatization Initiative has an 
innovative way to address the problem, 
and when we started the program we 
made sure it would work. 

I am speaking for the troops and 
their families, and everybody ought to 
listen today as we speak. Nothing is 
more important than those young peo-
ple, those young families that we are 
charged with raising and supporting. It 
is more than having a bumper sticker 
on your car that says, ‘‘Support the 
troops.’’ Right here today by voting 
against this rule that does away with 
the opportunity for a clear shot at ad-
ditional housing is most important. 

So what we have to do is to allow 
this rule to be put back, that we have 
the opportunity to submit, as the com-
mittees intended to do but could not do 
for the year 2005, all because of the 
CBO scoring. 

We need not go into the complexities 
of the rule. We need not go into how it 
was drafted or the point of order that 
many of us are fearful will be raised. It 
boils down to whether we support the 
troops, not just by a bumper sticker, 
but whether we support them with our 
votes, because they deserve it so much. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MCHUGH). 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

As the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services Subcommittee on 
Total Force, I just wanted to rise and 
associate myself, really, with the com-
ments of all of us who have stood up 
and talked about the importance of our 
military housing program. It has been 
a money saver. I think, frankly, Mr. 
Speaker, the problem is less with the 
rule than any Member who may exer-
cise the authority given under the rule. 
If, in fact, this bill goes forward and no 
one stands to rise in objection, this 
program that needs to go forward is a 
taxpayer savings; and most impor-
tantly, as everyone has said, placing 
our military family in much better and 
much more attractive housing is the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
great respect for my colleague, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), 
and I understand the position he has 
taken; but let me suggest that this is a 
case where an exception should be 

made and to explain why, let me go 
quickly through the history of this 
program. 

The Military Housing Privatization 
Program was established in 1996 and 
1997. OMB established how the program 
should be scored, how it would reflect 
the cost to the government. 

From 1997 until and through this 
year, OMB has stood by that method-
ology. If we follow that methodology, 
we would not be having this debate. In 
1996, the committee established a cap 
of $850 million to make sure that the 
program worked as intended, and the 
program has worked as intended. It has 
exceeded the expectations. 
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The cap, $850 million cap, was based 
on OMB’s method of scoring. And, once 
again, if we used that method of scor-
ing, we would have no problem today. 

In 2002, we asked OMB and DOD to re-
affirm the methodology, and OMB and 
DOD came back and reaffirmed the 
methodology. CBO only changed its no-
tion of how these scorings should be 
done in this year, midstream. 

November of this year, the cap we set 
several years ago will be reached. In 
the Committee on Armed Services we 
abided by this fact, and using the re-
vised CBO scoring, we provided an off-
set of $6.5 billion. The problem is, that 
will not kick until 2006. Over 2005 and 
2006, the DOD has planned to build 
50,000 units. If we cannot do what the 
bill does today, or would do today, that 
will leave 24,000 military families out 
in the cold because of an arcane scor-
ing difference between OMB and CBO. 

Let me simply say in conclusion, we 
are not calling for free-lancing. We are 
not calling for some pull-it-out-of-the- 
sky number. We are simply saying we 
will stick with the scoring this pro-
gram has used since its inception, still 
used by OMB, as opposed to having 
CBO’s scoring. If we do that, we do not 
have a problem here. 

There is no need for a point of order. 
The bill should be passed as is. But the 
rule, if it does not protect that provi-
sion, should be voted down. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
one very important part of this debate 
that we have not gotten to: Most Mem-
bers of the House support this provi-
sion for family housing. The President 
of the United States supports this pro-
vision for family housing. The mem-
bers of our military who are fighting in 
Iraq and Afghanistan and other places 
support this provision for family hous-
ing. But if we do not pass the rule, if 
we shoot the rule down, then nothing 
happens, including family housing. 

If, in fact, the rule passes and we get 
to the bill, maybe we can prevail upon 
everyone not to raise that point of 
order so that they do not appear to be 
the Grinch that stole Christmas from 
our military families. 
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, how much 

time remains? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KIRK). The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST) has 4 minutes remaining. The 
gentlewoman from North Carolina 
(Mrs. MYRICK) has 3 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS). 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
disgrace. I have served on the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for 26 years, 
the Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction for 18 years. 

The administration, the Department 
of Defense, the House Committee on 
Armed Services, the House Committee 
on Appropriations and the Sub-
committee on Military Construction 
all support raising this provision. The 
Committee on the Budget is coming in 
here and prevailed on the House leader-
ship. 

Now, I have heard a lot of rhetoric in 
this Presidential Campaign about cer-
tain votes in the other body where peo-
ple did not vote for a certain supple-
mental appropriation for our troops. I 
want to say it very clearly. The Amer-
ican people are going to judge the ma-
jority party here today. If they go out 
here and vote for this rule that allows 
this provision to be stricken, they are 
voting against the men and women in 
the military of our country. It is sim-
ply that clear. 

I have always believed this House 
would always rise up in a bipartisan 
way and get the job done, when it 
counted, for our men and women in the 
field. This will be one of the few times 
in my 28 years in this House where that 
does not happen because of the Com-
mittee on the Budget and the CBO. 

OMB supports this. DOD supports it. 
The President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HUNTER), the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. YOUNG). Come on. Let us 
support this bill. 

Let us override the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my Republican colleagues who 
genuinely supported improving mili-
tary housing. But today the only vote 
that counts is a ‘‘no’’ vote against the 
rule, a rule that would allow one Mem-
ber of this House to put on freeze dur-
ing a time of war the most important 
military housing program in American 
history. 

Let there be no surprise for anyone 
who votes for this rule that if our col-
league, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
NUSSLE), were to use his prerogative 
under this rule to kill this housing pro-
gram, then, in effect, regardless of the 
good intentions, a ‘‘yes’’ vote for this 
rule is a ‘‘no’’ vote for better housing 

for tens of thousands of military fami-
lies, even families who have loved ones 
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Let us rise above loyalty to the 
House Speaker and to the majority 
leader. Let us once say together during 
time of war on a bipartisan basis, we 
are going to do what is right. And if 
that means voting against a dictate 
from the Speaker’s office on how to 
vote for this rule so that we can join 
together to improve housing for mili-
tary families, then that is the right 
thing to do. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

If I understand what is going on on 
the other side during the last 30 min-
utes, several Republican Members, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SAXTON), basically urged the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) not 
to shoot the wounded. They have basi-
cally urged him not to try and strike 
this provision by objecting to it as a 
violation of the Rules. 

What we want to do, of course, is 
take the gun out of the gentleman 
from Iowa’s (Mr. NUSSLE) hand by pro-
tecting this provision so that he will 
not be able to shoot the wounded. 

Mr. Speaker, I will call for a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on the previous question. If the 
previous question is defeated, I will 
offer an amendment to the rule that 
will protect the section of the bill that 
raises the cap on the Military Housing 
Privatization Program and ensures 
that more of our troops and their fami-
lies will be able to live in good housing. 

I offered this same amendment in the 
Committee on Rules last night, where 
it was defeated on a straight party-line 
vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I have served in Con-
gress for 26 years now. In all those 
years, I have thought that one thing 
that both sides of the aisle could agree 
on was our support for our troops and 
making sure that their needs will al-
ways be addressed. I guess what I 
thought was wrong. 

Now we will be able to go forward. If 
we defeat the previous question, then 
we will be able to offer it. We will be 
able to protect this provision, and this 
bill will be able to be voted on. A vote 
against the previous question is the 
only way you protect our troops and 
the only way you protect the military 
housing provision in this bill. 

If we succeed on the previous ques-
tion, then there will be a vote on the 
rule with our protection of that provi-
sion, and this bill can be brought to the 
floor. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FROST. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Could I ask the gen-
tleman to make it clear now to all 
House Members? 

What the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST) has said is that if we defeat the 
previous question, then we can bring 
back the Military Construction appro-

priations bill today and pass it out of 
this House today in a way that protects 
this vitally important military housing 
improvement program. Is that correct? 
We were not talking about a 1-week or 
2-week delay. 

Mr. FROST. That is correct. 
Again, vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 

question. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment immediately prior to the vote on 
the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman’s time has expired. 
Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER), 
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, to close. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule. 

It has been just a few weeks since we 
memorialized Ronald Reagan. His body 
was lying here in state in the Rotunda, 
and we had people on both sides of the 
aisle talk about the legacy of Ronald 
Reagan. And one of the things that 
Ronald Reagan succeeded in doing was 
getting both sides of the aisle to talk 
about deficit spending and fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

I think it is very important for us to 
note that as we deal with this issue, ev-
eryone else, everyone else on both sides 
of the aisle, along with the leadership, 
supports the Ronald Reagan vision of 
ensuring that we have a defense capa-
bility that is second to none; ensuring 
that, as my friend, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) said earlier, 
we have the opportunity for an incen-
tive for people to maintain their serv-
ice in the military. 

What does that mean? It means en-
suring that we take care of families 
and provide that housing. 

My friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) is absolutely right 
that there is strong bipartisan con-
sensus on that. But there is also a re-
sponsibility that we have here to live 
within our budget. It is wrong to make 
the claim that it is impossible to deal 
with the issue of family housing if we 
all of a sudden do not do exactly what 
my friend, the gentleman from Dallas, 
Texas (Mr. FROST) is arguing. 

I believe that we are in a position 
now where we can be fiscally respon-
sible. At the same time, we can comply 
with the rules of the House, and we can 
ensure that we deal with this very im-
portant issue of housing for our men 
and women in uniform. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the appro-
priate thing for us to do is to move 
ahead, support the previous question; 
support this rule; allow us to, in a fis-
cally responsible way, deal with what 
obviously is a challenging situation. 
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The material previously referred to 

by Mr. FROST is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 732: RULE 

FOR H.R. 4837, FY05 MILITARY CONSTRUC-
TION APPROPRIATIONS 

In the resolution strike the following: ‘‘ex-
cept: section 129’’ 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 2443, COAST GUARD AND 
MARITIME TRANSPORTATION 
ACT OF 2004 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 730 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 730 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 2443) to authorize appropriations for 
the Coast Guard for fiscal year 2004, to 
amend various laws administered by the 
Coast Guard, and for other purposes. All 
points of order against the conference report 
and against its consideration are waived. 
The conference report shall be considered as 
read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 730 is a rule 
that provides for the consideration of 
the conference report for H.R. 2443, the 
Coast Guard and Maritime Transpor-
tation Act of 2004. This is a standard 
rule for a conference report providing 
for 1 hour of general debate, evenly di-
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Transportation and the 
Infrastructure. 

The legislation before us authorizes 
over $8 billion for the Coast Guard, in-
cluding a commitment to 45,500 active 
duty personnel in fiscal years 2004 and 
2005. This is extremely important legis-
lation to strengthen the Coast Guard 
in its ever-increasing role of defense of 
our homeland. 

This bill makes a new commitment 
to the long-term effectiveness of the 
Coast Guard. The Department of Home-
land Security has called on the Coast 
Guard to be the defender of American 
ports while at the same time sending 
needed resources, soldiers and vessels 
to the battles against terrorism far 
away. 

I am pleased to highlight the Inte-
grated Deepwater Acquisition Pro-
gram. This program provides the need-
ed capital to carry out effective acqui-
sition of the cutters, computer equip-
ment and other resources that the 
Coast Guard so desperately needs. The 
Deepwater System has not received the 
funding outlined in 1998, but this bill 
makes up for the delay. The conference 
report authorizes over $1 billion for the 
program, accelerating the Deepwater 
System 5 years ahead of the original 
20-year completion time line. 

The Coast Guard is particularly im-
portant to the community and con-
stituents that I am honored to rep-
resent in south Florida. The Coast 
Guard Integrated Support Command in 
Miami is essential to the safety and se-
curity of residents. The Coast Guard in 
south Florida coordinates integrated 
plans aimed at hurricane safety, rec-
reational boater safety and, obviously, 
protection of our coastline. 

The conference report before us was 
signed by every member of the con-
ference. It is a good bill, essential real-
ly to our continued commitment to the 
security and safety of all citizens and 
residents of the United States. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO), as well as the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) 
for their important work. 

I urge my colleagues to support both 
the rule and the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume, and I thank my col-
league, my friend from south Florida 
(Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART), for yield-
ing me the time. 

While the two of us, my colleague 
and I, may have ideological differences 
from time to time, we are united in our 
support for the Coast Guard and the 
sometimes thankless work that they 
do every day to protect the ports and 
shores in our home State of Florida, as 
well as throughout this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the conference report to the Coast 
Guard Reauthorization Act. 

As my colleague from the majority 
previously mentioned, the conference 
report authorizes nearly $8.2 billion in 
fiscal year 2005 for the Coast Guard. 
This amount is $169 million more than 
originally approved by the House last 
October and more than $400 million 
above what was approved by the other 
body. These increases are clear indica-
tions of this body’s commitment to the 
Coast Guard’s pressing needs. 

The conference report also includes 
$1.5 billion for the Coast Guard’s acqui-
sitions, construction and improve-
ments account, a $550 million increase 
above what was requested. This in-
crease is to be used by the Coast Guard 
to improve its Integrated Deepwater 
System, as well as assist the Coast 
Guard to reduce the list of unfunded 
shore facilities that has grown signifi-
cantly over the past 5 years. 

Furthermore, the conference report 
increases the number of commissioned 
officers and includes significant au-
thorizations which will assist the Coast 
Guard to better meet our port and mar-
itime security needs. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is also directed in the conference 
report to provide Congress with reports 
regarding joint operational centers for 
port security and port compliance with 
security standards. 

I mention these two reports because 
of the great work that is being done in 
my home county, Broward County, at 
Port Everglades. There are few ports in 
the country as innovative as Port Ev-
erglades when it comes to security. 
The Port of Palm Beach, located in the 
district I represent, has also made sig-
nificant security improvement as a di-
rect result of the port security grant 
authorized by this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the Coast Guard is re-
sponsible for patrolling the more than 
12,400 miles of coastline in the United 
States. Nearly 2,000 of these miles are 
located in mine and my colleague’s, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN 
DIAZ-BALART), home State of Florida 
where the Coast Guard plays an inte-
gral role in patrolling our shores and 
protecting our citizens. The increase in 
funding provided in the underlying leg-
islation for this important grant of the 
United States Armed Forces serves as a 
statement about the role of the Coast 
Guard in our global war on terrorism. 

Reports have shown that America’s 
ports remain susceptible to attack and 
infiltration by America’s enemies. In 
the last year alone, south Florida’s 
three major ports handled more than 
13.2 million tons of cargo. In all, well 
over 1.5 million shipping containers 
were processed by south Florida long-
shoremen during the last year. 

Certainly, these statistics highlight 
the pressing need to increase the num-
ber of Customs agents working in 
America’s ports, but they also suggest 
that the roles of the Coast Guard and 
Federal Maritime Commission in pro-
tecting our ports are greater than ever. 

Mr. Speaker, when Congress created 
the Department of Homeland Security, 
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it recommitted itself to the security of 
America. The conference report for the 
Coast Guard Authorization Act is an 
extension of that commitment. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
underlying conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further speak-
ers, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the 
balance of my time, and I move the 
previous question on this resolution 
that is very important and urge my 
colleagues to vote favorably on the un-
derlying legislation as well. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KIRK). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, 
proceedings will resume on questions 
previously postponed. Votes will be 
taken in the following order: 

Ordering the previous question on H. 
Res. 732, by the yeas and nays; 

Adoption of H. Res. 732, if ordered; 
H. Res. 723, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 4608, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4837, MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of or-
dering the previous question on House 
Resolution 732 on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 217, nays 
197, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 400] 

YEAS—217 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 

Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Cox 

Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 

Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 

Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 

Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—197 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 

Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—20 

Bell 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 
Ferguson 
Frank (MA) 
Gordon 

Isakson 
Istook 
King (NY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Mollohan 
Oxley 

Pitts 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Saxton 
Souder 
Strickland 

b 1216 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico changed 
his vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. SHAYS changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu-
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 212, noes 211, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 401] 

AYES—212 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 

Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
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Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 

Nunes 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 

Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—211 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Flake 

Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hensarling 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 

McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 

Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—11 

Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 
Ferguson 

Isakson 
Istook 
King (NY) 
Majette 

Quinn 
Saxton 
Strickland 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 
there are 2 minutes to vote. 

b 1232 

Mr. PORTER changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

RECOGNIZING 35TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF APOLLO 11 LUNAR LANDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The unfinished business is 
the question of suspending the rules 
and agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 
723. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution, H. Res. 723, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 0, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 402] 

YEAS—416 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 

Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 

Dicks 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 

VerDate May 21 2004 01:37 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A21JY7.008 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6460 July 21, 2004 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 

Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Ferguson 
Isakson 

Istook 
Jones (NC) 
King (NY) 
Majette 
Meeks (NY) 
Quinn 

Rangel 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Strickland 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1241 

So (two thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

BOB MICHEL DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS OUT-
PATIENT CLINIC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 4608. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4608, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 0, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No. 403] 

YEAS—407 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 

Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Coble 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 

Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 

Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 

Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—26 

Carson (IN) 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Collins 
Culberson 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Ferguson 
Gilchrest 

Isakson 
Istook 
Jones (NC) 
King (NY) 
Majette 
McHugh 
Meeks (NY) 
Napolitano 
Pickering 

Quinn 
Rangel 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Strickland 
Tauzin 
Waters 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are 2 minutes to vote. 
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, today, I missed 
rollcall votes Nos. 400 through 403. The rea-
son being that I had a prescheduled meeting 
with the Secretary of Defense at the same 
time the votes were taking place. 

However, had I been present, I would have 
voted in the following fashion: Vote No. 400, 
‘‘yea’’; Vote No. 401, ‘‘yea’’; Vote No. 402, 
‘‘yea’’; and Vote No. 403, ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, on July 20, 
2004, on rollcall No. 397 regarding H.R. 
3574, I inadvertently voted ‘‘yea,’’ but 
meant to vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.R. 4837, and that I may include 
tabular material on the same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 732 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4837. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4837) 
making appropriations for military 
construction, family housing, and base 
realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2005, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. BEREUTER in 
the chair. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG). 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to present the 
fiscal year 2005 military construction 
appropriations bill, which was reported 
out of the full committee on appropria-
tions on July 9 by voice vote. 

Let me at the beginning thank all of 
the people who contributed to this bill, 
the subcommittee staff, and my rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). I want to also call at-
tention to some of the staff who did re-
markable work to bring this bill for-
ward: Carol Murphy, Walter Hearne, 
Eric Elsmo, Mary Arnold and, of 
course, Tom Forhan on the minority 
side. 

The ultimate purpose of this bill is to 
support our service men and women by 
providing a quality of life commensu-
rate with the sacrifices they are called 
upon to make. I want to thank each 
Member again of the subcommittee, be-
cause they did contribute greatly via, 
in some cases, CODELs to look at some 
of the housing, for example, around the 
country and around the world. I thank 
them for their hard work and support, 
and certainly I add to it again the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), who 
has been a strong and vocal supporter 
of our men and women in the service 
for years. 

The bill totals $10 billion, which is 
$162 million above the fiscal year 2004 
enacted level and $450 million above 
the President’s request. The bill also 
contains a general provision related to 
housing privatization that CBO scores 
as additional budget authority. I will 
get to that shortly. But let me empha-
size that $10.003 billion is what the bill 
appropriates, and not a penny more. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at war. Many 
will argue that in such a time as this, 
when so many of our servicemembers 
and their families are making great 
sacrifices, that this bill does not pro-
vide enough. In one respect, they are 
right. There is no question we could do 
more if we had more. But I think this 
bill does a lot of good things and pro-
vides our active, Guard, and Reserve 
servicemembers with critically needed 
infrastructure to meet their mission 
goals, and it improves housing and 
community facilities for their families. 

That being said, I want to draw some 
attention now to the highlights of this 
bill. Within the total amount of $10 bil-
lion, the bill provides $5.3 billion for 
military construction, including $1.1 
billion for troop barracks; $833 million 
for the Guard and Reserve component 
and other facilities such as schools, fit-
ness centers, and child development 
centers. 

The bill also provides $1.6 billion for 
family housing construction, including 
funding for about 18 to 24 privatization 
projects, depending upon the cost of 
those projects; $2.5 billion for family 
housing operations and maintenance; 
$246 million for costs related to past 
BRAC rounds; and $166 million for the 
NATO Security Investment Program. 

In addition, the bill fully funds over-
seas military construction; it fully 
funds the chemical demilitarization 
construction program; it provides the 
requested funds for projects associated 
with new weapons systems, including 
the Army Stryker vehicle, the F–22 
Raptor fighter jet, and the C–17 
Globemaster cargo plane; and provides 
much needed funding for the Navy to 
continue replacing inadequate pier in-
frastructure. 

Now I want to say a word or two 
about the family housing privatization 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, a limitation on budget 
authority was placed on the program 
when it was first authorized in 1996. 
This $850 million cap was put in as a 
safeguard for what was then a new and 
untested program, a pilot program, if 
you will. Eight years later, the pro-
gram has become one of the most suc-
cessful programs we have ever had for 
improving the quality of life and mo-
rale of our troops and families. 

This cap will be reached before the 
end of this year; and if action is not 
taken to increase the limitation in fis-
cal year 2005, progress on replacing 
substandard homes will be seriously 
hampered. Unfortunately, we have run 
into a scoring issue with the CBO, 
which has complicated the solving of 
this problem. 

To my colleagues who are concerned 
about the impact that the provision 
would have on our budget deficit, I 
want to say this, and I may have to re-
peat this: this provision does not ap-
propriate any new money. None. All 
the money that is needed to support 
privatization is already contained 
within the bill. All this provision does 
is raise the authorization to allow the 
program to continue. Not a single dime 
more will be drawn from the Treasury 
as a result of this provision. 

The committee, frankly, disagrees 
with the new approach that CBO has 
decided to take to score the program. 
It does not reflect the reality of the 
program. To me, since the provision 
spends no new money, scoring is like 
building a bridge where there is no 
water. 

Mr. Chairman, this is truly a vital 
program. To endanger it because of 
some bookkeeping disagreement would 
be unwise. I personally have seen the 
homes being built because of the pro-
gram, and I have talked to military 
spouses about how their lives have im-
proved because of this program. You 
might be interested in knowing twice 
the percentage of families that are in 
the military service are married as 
compared to, say, during the Vietnam 
War. This is a good program, it is a bi-

partisan program, and it is a necessary 
program. 

CBO’s rationale for how it scores this 
program is complex, convoluted, and 
unfounded. Every Member of Congress 
that I have talked to strongly supports 
this program, and I mean every Mem-
ber. Every witness that testified before 
the subcommittee supports this pro-
gram, including the Joint Chiefs and 
the military spouses. The chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services sup-
ports this program. Even the adminis-
tration, the White House, and the De-
partment of Defense strongly support 
the provision and submitted state-
ments to the committee that it would 
not result in any, any additional cost 
to the Federal Government. I have not 
heard from one single person that does 
not support this program. 

If the housing privatization cap is 
not raised, then 16 projects covering 23 
installations spanning 13 States will be 
affected in fiscal year 2005. The af-
fected projects include major installa-
tions in California, Florida, New Jer-
sey, New York, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. A sig-
nificant number of Members on both 
sides of the aisle will feel the impact 
on their military constituents. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues 
for their support of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to com-
mend the gentleman from Michigan 
(Chairman KNOLLENBERG) for his dedi-
cation to improving the quality of life 
for our military families. His commit-
ment is genuine, and his work on this 
bill has been thorough and fair, along 
with the work of his staff. At every 
step of the way, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman KNOLLENBERG) has 
put the interests of our service men 
and women above all other interests. I 
commend him for that, and he deserves 
our thanks and respect for that. 

Given what I believe is an inadequate 
allocation for this subcommittee, a 1.6 
percent increase in military construc-
tion funds during a time of war, an al-
location that is nearly a half a billion 
dollars below what we spent on mili-
tary construction before the Iraqi war 
began 2 years ago, given all of that, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG), the subcommittee, and 
I have worked together to try to maxi-
mize the use of these inadequate tax 
dollars to benefit our troops, and that 
is why I intend to vote for this bill. 

I am also pleased that we have been 
able to address, as long as no Member 
of the House objects to it, what could 
have been a terrible injustice to our 
military families. Eight years ago, we 
began a new approach to military hous-
ing. We combined Federal dollars with 
the strengths and resources of the pri-
vate sector to create public-private 
partnerships to improve military hous-
ing. 
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This innovative program is saving 

taxpayers billions of dollars and dra-
matically improving housing for our 
military families. Housing that would 
have taken 50 years to build under the 
old system is now being done in one- 
tenth of that time, in 5 years. Through 
this public-private partnership, we are 
providing military families with hous-
ing that they can be proud of, and cer-
tainly they deserve no less. 

Unfortunately, the Congressional 
Budget Office changed the scoring on 
this process. In my opinion, they erro-
neously are scoring dollars that busi-
nesses borrow to help build these new 
homes, even though the Federal Gov-
ernment is not responsible for those 
dollars. OMB disagrees with CBO’s ap-
proach, and so do I. 

Had we, in this committee, on a bi-
partisan basis under the leadership of 
the gentleman from Michigan (Chair-
man KNOLLENBERG) not raised the cap 
on the public-private military housing 
program, new housing projects would 
have come to a halt this November, 
just a few months away, shutting out 
over 24,000 military families from new 
houses in fiscal year 2005 and then de-
laying an additional 25,000 or so, for an 
impact on almost 50,000 military fami-
lies in the next 2 years. That would 
have sent a terrible message to our 
military families during a time of war. 
It is also a good reason for no Member 
to object on a procedural basis, a tech-
nical point, against this amendment. 

As a member of the Committee on 
the Budget, I would point out that I 
made an effort this spring to solve this 
problem. The Committee on the Budget 
refused to solve the problem. I then 
talked to members of the Committee 
on the Budget and urged them to meet 
and work with the Committee on 
Armed Services to address the problem. 
The Committee on Armed Services did 
address it for fiscal year 2006, but did 
not do it for 2005. Had we failed to act 
in this subcommittee on this bill, it 
would have been the third strike. In-
stead, this subcommittee took the re-
sponsibility on a bipartisan basis to ad-
dress this housing crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Michigan (Chair-
man KNOLLENBERG) once again for his 
strong efforts on this particular impor-
tant issue. It also could not have been 
done without the strong leadership of 
the gentleman from Florida (Chairman 
YOUNG) and the Committee on Appro-
priations and its subcommittee staffs. 

If any Member of this House who ob-
jects to the increase in the cap on mili-
tary housing and the directed scoring 
allows that to happen, let me explain 
clearly, Mr. Chairman, what the im-
pact will be. Tens of thousands of mili-
tary families that are planning right 
now on having new housing built start-
ing next year will have those promises 
broken, those promises dashed, even 
families who have loved ones fighting 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
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If we do that, it would be a grave in-

justice to men and women and families 
who are making incredible sacrifices 
on behalf of our children. 

Considering the fact that the Com-
mittee on Rules allows protection 
against technical points of order every 
week in this Congress, on a regular 
basis, for unimportant issues as well as 
important issues, surely if there was 
ever a reason to put the interests of 
military families above the interests of 
technical points of order, today should 
be the day, and better housing for 
those families should be the reason. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be remiss not 
to mention my disappointment con-
cerning the overall funding level in 
this bill. Our Nation is at war. Our 
service men and women are risking 
their lives in Iraq, Afghanistan, and 
throughout the world. Military fami-
lies are making great, great personal 
sacrifices for the American family. 
Yet, this bill spends $420 million less on 
military construction than we spent 
prior to the Iraqi war. So Congress, in 
effect, is asking for more from our 
troops and military families, while 
spending less on military construction. 
That does not make sense. 

It does not pass the fairness test be-
cause it means we are shortchanging 
military housing, day care centers, 
training ranges, and military work fa-
cilities. That is not right. 

If we can make significant new com-
mitments to defense spending and 
highway spending and countless other 
programs, why can we not provide 
more than a 1.6 percent increase in 
military construction, which is so im-
portant to our troops’ quality of life 
and their training and working condi-
tions, especially during a time of war? 

In March of last year, as American 
troops were making the final plans to 
commence the war in Iraq, the major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) spoke to bankers and said 
this: ‘‘Nothing is more important in 
the face of war than cutting taxes.’’ In 
all due respect to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), that flawed ide-
ology would be hard to explain to the 
nearly 400,000 Army soldiers I represent 
at Fort Hood, Texas, nearly 40,000 sol-
diers who have been asked to serve in 
Iraq just this year. It would be hard to 
explain to their spouses and children 
who have to worry every day whether 
their loved ones will ever return home. 

I believe most Americans, as they did 
after Pearl Harbor would say, you 
know what? Supporting our troops and 
their families during a time of war is 
far more important than tax cuts, espe-
cially if some of those tax cuts benefit 
Members of Congress, like us. Unfortu-
nately, the inadequate allocation in 
this bill reflects the ideology of the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
rather than the quintessential Amer-
ican value of shared sacrifice during a 
time of war. 

By increasing defense construction 
spending by only 1.6 percent, not even 

enough to keep up with inflation, in ef-
fect, in that way, it is a real cut in 
military construction and quality-of- 
life programs. It spends $420 million, as 
I said, less than we spent 2 years ago 
before the Iraq war even began, and 
even $900 million less in this bill that 
the administration, the Bush adminis-
tration, said was needed for military 
construction just 12 months ago. 

If anyone thinks this allocation was 
not decided by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) or me or 
this committee, but was decided by a 
higher pay grade in this House leader-
ship, if anyone thinks this allocation 
we had to deal with is adequate, let me 
remind them of some of the facts pro-
vided by the Department of Defense: 
Number one, 39,000 Army families live 
in inadequate housing; number two, 
34,000 Army barracks do not meet even 
basic Department of Defense standards; 
number three, 16,000 Navy and Marine 
Corps families live in inadequate hous-
ing; number four, 31,000 Air Force fami-
lies live in inadequate housing; number 
five, 70 percent of Army facilities are 
C–3 or C–4, which means mission im-
paired; number six, 66 percent, two- 
thirds, of Air Force facilities are C–3 or 
C–4, again meaning that the mission of 
those facilities could be impaired. 

Just a month ago, the House voted 
for a new $69 billion tax break that will 
not help our military families, but it 
will just happen to provide a $1,000 tax 
credit to Members of Congress such as 
myself for every child that we have. So 
I will receive a $2,000 tax credit as a re-
sult of that bill that the House voted 
for, over my objection, 2 months ago. 

Now, how can we look today in the 
faces of our service men and women, 
look them in the eye and say, last 
month we could afford to pass a $69 bil-
lion child tax credit that applies to 
people making between $110,000 and 
$250,000 a year, but today, we cannot 
even afford 5 percent of that amount to 
provide a decent increase in military 
construction funding for military fami-
lies making $20,000 and $30,000 a year. I 
just do not see the fairness in that. 

Every one of us, Mr. Chairman, Dem-
ocrat and Republican alike, genuinely 
respects the service and sacrifices of 
our troops and their families. No one, 
no one should doubt that. But I strong-
ly believe that it is time that our budg-
et priorities in Congress should better 
reflect that respect. Our service men 
and women deserve no less. 

Despite the objections I have to the 
underfunding of this, despite my con-
cern that perhaps a Member of Con-
gress, for whatever reason, well-inten-
tioned or not, might strike an amend-
ment that would literally freeze the 
most important military housing pro-
gram ever, because of the strong lead-
ership of the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG), because of the bi-
partisan way in which he worked this 
bill, because of his deep commitment 
and our committee’s work to spend an 
inadequate amount of dollars as effi-
ciently as we possibly could, I intend 
to vote for this legislation. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. GRANGER), who is also 
a member of the subcommittee. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this important bill 
that provides for our military and their 
families. First, I want to commend the 
gentleman from Michigan (Chairman 
Knollenberg) for putting together a 
great bill, and I also want to commend 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) for his work 
on the bill. 

The military construction bill for fis-
cal year 2005 provides just over $10 bil-
lion for construction at our military 
bases here at home and overseas, and 
also for important family housing 
projects and quality-of-life initiatives 
at our military installations. Among 
other things, the bill provides funding 
for new barracks, medical and dental 
facilities, and fitness centers and child 
development centers for our troops and 
their families. The bill also provides 
funding for construction projects that 
support major weapons programs like 
the F/A–22 Raptor and the Joint Strike 
Fighter. 

I strongly support the inclusion of 
the provision in this bill to raise the 
cap on the Military Family Housing 
Privatization Initiative. If we do not 
raise this cap, this privatization initia-
tive will come to a halt in November of 
this year and jeopardize projects to 
build or renovate 50,000 housing units 
for our military families. This program 
is simply the best way to improve 
housing for our troops and their fami-
lies. 

Additionally, the bill includes sev-
eral important construction projects 
for Naval Air Station/joint Reserve 
Base, Fort Worth, in my district. 

It is absolutely essential that we pass 
this bill to support our military men 
and women and their families during 
this time of war. Again, I thank the 
chairman for his great work on this 
bill. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FARR), a very effective 
and hard-working member of the Sub-
committee on Military Construction. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I thank the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman KNOLLENBERG) for 
his leadership on this bill. 

We have just had a long debate on 
this military housing issue, and I think 
what is missing in it is a little bit of 
understanding of what it is all about. 

Several years ago, Congress author-
ized that instead of designing military 
housing, instead of funding and build-
ing it, essentially putting up tax-
payers’ money and then going out to 
bid and building it to a military plan, 
we decided why not allow the private 
sector to build this housing, build it 
more like the housing that is in the 
communities, higher quality housing, 

and build it to the standards that are 
normally found in the private sector in 
housing; and this was called the RCI, 
Residential Community Initiative. It 
has been a very effective program be-
cause we do not have to put up tax-
payer money to do it. 

Through that, what we have found is 
that the private sector rushed in and 
put together these consortiums of de-
velopers and have done a job that is 
more attractive than anything we 
could have done under the old sort of 
public-military housing concept. 

And the soldiers and the wives of the 
soldiers are very, very interested. In 
fact, they came to our committee and 
said of all of the issues affecting the 
military, of all of the issues affecting 
families in the military, the number 
one issue was adequate housing. Not 
surprisingly, it is probably the same 
question on the private side. And they 
applauded us for addressing the issue, 
but they asked us to make sure that we 
do not get stuck in these internal 
budget rules. 

What we are talking about is an in-
ternal rule. It is our own rule, we can 
waive it if we want to, and that is the 
issue. We should be waiving it. Why 
should we be waiving it? Because we do 
not have to put up the money; the pri-
vate sector does it. Why should we 
waive it? Because it is all about invest-
ment. It is the ounce of prevention 
that is worth a pound of cure. What is 
the investment in? It is in quality 
homes built to code standards in the 
community, the highest standards we 
have ever had in this country. It is 
built to the kind of quality that the 
housewives and soldiers, the men and 
women in uniform like. 

And what does it do? It helps us, one, 
go out and recruit people, and we are in 
an all-voluntary military. We cannot 
force them to join. They want to join, 
and part of it is the benefit package 
that is offered to you while you are in 
the military, including the housing. 

The second is, once you get in, if you 
are assigned to bases that have the in-
adequate housing that the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) talked 
about, and there is a lot of it out there, 
people living in Quonset huts, we 
should not allow that. If these were 
local homes, they would be shut down 
by the building inspectors, yet we 
allow military families to live in them 
when the private sector can build new 
homes. So we need to do that for reten-
tion. 

Once we have these well-trained peo-
ple in the military, we want them to 
stay. One of the biggest attractions of 
staying is you get to live in a quality 
community. 

So this internal budget rule makes 
no sense, and I hope that nobody raises 
an objection. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. CRENSHAW), who is a 
member of the subcommittee as well. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

I rise in strong support of this legis-
lation for a lot of reasons. Most impor-
tant, I think, is that of all of the bills 
that we pass that relate to defense, 
this is the only piece of legislation 
whose main theme is the betterment of 
the lives of the men and women who 
wear our uniform; and it does it pri-
marily in the area of housing in terms 
of their quality of life. 

For too long, we have put the pri-
ority in terms of the weapons systems, 
in terms of the tanks that they drove, 
and for the first time in modern his-
tory, we are now saying that quality of 
life, living conditions are very, very 
important to our men and women. 

So in this bill we spend over $1 bil-
lion of new money to provide for that 
kind of housing, and we do it in cre-
ative, innovative ways, something like 
a Ship-to-Shore program. 

Right now, our sailors, when they are 
at sea being deployed, they live in very 
cramped situations, and that is a real 
sacrifice that they make, and it is part 
of the sacrifice they make overall. But 
when they come back to their home 
port, it is inexcusable that they have 
to continue to live on these ships in 
these cramped conditions, and that is 
what the Ship-to-Shore program helps 
to solve. It gives them a place to live 
on their base, more living room, a bet-
ter way to live; and that is important. 

Then we have heard a lot of discus-
sion about housing privatization. This 
is revolutionary, and it is crazy that 
somebody has decided that when the 
Federal Government spends no money 
whatsoever that somehow, that is 
counted against Federal spending. So 
we have this new program that is inno-
vative, creative, where the private sec-
tor comes in, builds new housing, takes 
the kinds of risks that they ought to 
take because they know it is going to 
be a profitable situation. So we have 
that as well. 

Most of all, this bill recognizes the 
most important asset we have are our 
men and women in uniform, and this 
goes a long way towards providing a 
better quality of life for all of them. I 
urge the adoption of this legislation. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I applaud this 
subcommittee for addressing a very se-
rious crisis in military housing that 
will occur just a few months from now 
if we do not include the language that 
was added in the amendment. 

To be specific about it, let me just 
say to my colleagues, Mr. Chairman, 
some of the families and the numbers 
of families, the different locations of 
military installations that will be af-
fected if a Member of the House were to 
raise a point of order against this hous-
ing measure that we added: In New 
York at Fort Drum, 2,272 families 
would have their new housing put on 
hold. I believe Fort Drum has played 
an important role in the Iraqi war. 

b 1315 
In Pennsylvania, 316 families at the 

Carlisle Barracks would have their new 
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housing put on hold. At Fort Bliss in 
Texas, 2,776 families would have their 
housing put on hold. At Eglin Air 
Force Base in Florida, 2,739 military 
families would see the promise of new 
housing for them broken. At Lackland 
Air Force Base in Texas, 914 families 
would lose the promise of new housing. 
At Langley in Virginia, the State of 
Virginia, 1,268 families would have 
their new housing denied them. 

Sheppard Air Force Base, 1,288 fami-
lies in Texas would lose that improved 
housing. New Jersey, 2,415 at McGuire 
Air Force Base in Fort Dix. Those are 
not numbers. That is 2,415 military 
families making sacrifices for our 
country who would see their housing 
dreams go down the tubes. 

Let us look at Florida, Georgia and 
South Carolina, the Southeast and 
Eastern Navy projects: 6,076 families 
would have a ‘‘no’’ said to them in re-
gard to new housing. How about 
Twentynine Palms in California, 1,382 
families. Well, let us look at Camp 
Lejeune. Obviously they have made 
tremendous sacrifices, those machines, 
that installation as part of our war on 
terrorism; 3,516 of those families would 
be told no. Congress could afford to 
vote in the month of May for a $69 bil-
lion tax cut that gave Members of Con-
gress a tax break, but we cannot afford 
to give you new housing this year dur-
ing time of war; we have got to put a 
freeze on your new housing. 

Well, let us go down to Georgia. Peo-
ple at Fort Benning have made tremen-
dous sacrifices for our country. They 
would actually lose 4,055 new military 
housing under the freeze if any Member 
of this House objects to the amend-
ment we put in the bill. 

At Fort Benning, actually they 
would not lose it this year. They are 
planning on getting their new housing 
next year. They have been told they 
will not even get their new housing 
next year, because that will have to be 
pushed back a year because of the 
freeze that would occur on military 
housing this year. Fort Knox, Ken-
tucky, would be in that similar situa-
tion. Their new housing for 3,380 mili-
tary housing would be pushed back a 
year if any Member objects to what we 
did on a bipartisan basis in this com-
mittee. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to just 
say the Military Officers Association of 
America, the Association of the United 
States Army, the Air Force Associa-
tion, the National Military Family As-
sociation have all written letters ask-
ing this House on a bipartisan basis to 
protect the increase in the cap for mili-
tary housing so we can show respect to 
our military families during time of 
war, not just with our words and our 
rhetoric but with our deeds and better 
housing. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), 
a member of the committee. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this military construction ap-
propriations bill and would like to 
commend the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) for 
their good work on this legislation. 

I would also like to voice my specific 
support for those provisions of this bill 
which continue the critical ongoing 
renovation of military housing. In my 
district in northern New Jersey, the 
Army through its Residential Commu-
nities Initiative has selected a devel-
oper to privatize and revitalize mili-
tary housing at Picatinny Arsenal. 
Looking at the larger RCI program, 
Picatinny’s participation is relatively 
small. We have approximately 113 af-
fected families, but the refurbishment 
of their houses and homes will have a 
deep impact on their quality of life. 
For them this debate and the chair-
man’s leadership has indeed a very 
human face. These military families 
care about leaky roofs, substandard 
plumbing, and ancient electrical wir-
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, we in Congress can do 
several things to support our young 
fighting men and women who serve our 
country with such dedication, because 
literally we are a Nation at war. We 
can make sure they have adequate pay 
and benefits. In this regard, we have 
made significant progress in recent 
years. We can also ensure that their re-
tirement benefits meet their needs 
when their service is over. Again, we 
continue to work to improve veterans 
programs, but we can and must work to 
improve the day-to-day quality of life 
that they have. In this regard, there 
are few things more important to mili-
tary personnel than where they live 
and the quality of the roof over their 
heads. 

This legislation contains important 
provisions which will allow the contin-
ued revitalization of military housing. 
I would urge the Committee on the 
Budget to allow this program to con-
tinue and to support the bill as it was 
drafted. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. DICKS), a tremendous 
leader in this Congress on defense 
issues and an important member of the 
Committee on Appropriations Sub-
committee on Military Construction. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, we did not 
have much time on the rule to discuss 
this issue on the cap on family hous-
ing, and I want to first of all congratu-
late the chairman (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) 
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ED-
WARDS) for working together in a very 
bipartisan basis in our committee. The 
chairman could not have done more to 
help bring this provision to the floor of 
the House. We all regret, and I think it 
was a mistake in judgment for the 
Committee on Rules, to make a deci-
sion to not protect this provision, and 
this provision which raised by $500 mil-
lion the cap on family housing was 
sought by the administration. 

Each of the services testified before 
our subcommittee. The Secretary of 
Defense and his people supported it. 
The White House supported it. OMB 
supported it. The chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services supported it. 
Of course our distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Military Construc-
tion and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations also sup-
ported it. And we are going to make a 
decision based on an arcane rule com-
ing out of CBO that is in conflict with 
OMB. 

Now, my view in this situation, if I 
were in the majority party and the ad-
ministration wanted this done, I would 
be trying to find a way to make it hap-
pen; and this is a big problem, because 
there are, I think, about a dozen 
projects. 

Here are the projects that will not go 
forward this year if the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) has his way: 
Fort Drum, New York; Dover Air Force 
Base, Delaware; Shaw Air Force Base, 
South Carolina; Cannon Air Force 
Base, New Mexico; Fort Monmouth/ 
Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; Car-
lisle Barracks, Pennsylvania; Fort 
Bliss, Texas; White Sands Missile 
Range, New Mexico; Altus Air Force 
Base, Oklahoma; Eglin/Hurlburt Air 
Force Base, Florida; Lackland Air 
Force Base, Texas; Langley Air Force 
Base, Virginia; Sheppard Air Force 
Base, Texas; Tinker Air Force Base, 
Oklahoma; McGuire Air Force Base/ 
Fort Dix, New Jersey; MCAGCC 
Twentynine Palms, California; MCSA 
Kansas City, Missouri; Camp Lejeune/ 
MCB Cherry Point, North Carolina; 
Stewart Army Subpost. 

Those projects will all be delayed be-
cause of this decision; and as has been 
suggested, we are in a time of war. We 
are in a war on terrorism, a war in 
Iraq, a war in Afghanistan. We have 
our troops deployed all over the world. 

The one thing the people who are de-
ploying say and their spouses say is 
one thing we really would like to see 
an improvement in, in the services, is 
military housing; and we have worked 
at Fort Lewis. I have a major project 
out there that is going forward. It is 
one of the greatest successes. We can 
get more housing, new housing and 
more restored housing faster under this 
public-private sector project; and usu-
ally the majority party is thrilled 
about public-private projects. 

In this case, this decision will ad-
versely affect the quality of life of men 
and women serving in the military and 
their families, and this is over an ar-
cane budget rule. To me, the insistence 
on striking this out is one of the worst 
mistakes I think we have made around 
here in a long time. 

One thing I have always been proud 
of, this House has always been able to 
rise above partisan or short-term con-
siderations and work towards a bipar-
tisan cooperation on defense. Let us 
not ruin that today. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
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from Virginia (Mr. GOODE), who is a 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Chairman, I too 
want to salute our Chair, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG), and the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 
I agree with them. I do not agree with 
CBO as other speakers have so indi-
cated. I agree with OMB, I agree with 
the President, and I agree with our 
subcommittee on this issue of caps. I 
cannot understand how CBO scores it 
as it does. 

Let me mention briefly the impact in 
Virginia. An additional 39 units are 
planned for privatization in fiscal year 
2006 and 2007. This includes 22 projects 
in 16 different States. In Virginia at 
Langley Air Force Base, we are talking 
about 1,400 units. I can tell you the 
quality of life of those at Langley 
would be significantly enhanced if this 
could go forward. 

One gentleman on the other side said 
we have got to find a way to make it 
happen. I believe the best thing to do is 
vote for this bill, send it forward. This 
is just part of the process through 
which Military Construction will go be-
fore it is finally adopted by both the 
House and the Senate and signed by 
the President. 

So I would urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote, go for-
ward with the process, and I think 
positive things will happen throughout 
that process. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
yielding me time. 

I, too, was saddened by the decision 
of the House Republican leadership, so 
ably articulated by my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS); and 
I appreciate the service you are doing 
for our servicemen and -women, train-
ing the spotlight on this. 

But I would like to speak briefly, if I 
could, Mr. Chairman, to a specific area. 
Historically, I have come before this 
subcommittee talking about the prob-
lems of military cleanup. I did not this 
time, because I appreciated what the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), the members of 
the committee, were faced with. And I 
think they have done a good job under 
difficult circumstances, trying to put a 
little bit of money into the BRAC 
cleanup; but I would like to serve no-
tice that I am hopeful that this is the 
last time that we place this low degree 
of priority. 

I appreciate the imperative that you 
are facing, but we have a long-term 
time bomb, literally, that is ticking. 
The presence of unexploded ordnance 
and other contaminants on transferred 
military property limits our use of 
hundreds of thousands of acres of 
closed military bases from prime real 
estate to scenic open space. That is one 
of the reasons why we have such great 
apprehension about the BRAC process 

that is working its way forward. People 
are afraid that they are going to be left 
with a toxic white elephant. 

And, indeed, the BRAC situation is 
just the tip of the iceberg, because we 
have between 10 and 50 million polluted 
acres; and at the rate of the spending 
that we are embarked upon now under 
the MILCON and the Department of 
Defense, we are going to take in the 
neighborhood of 300 years or more to 
clean up this responsibility that will be 
skyrocketing in costs over time. And 
these things get worse as the explo-
sives, as the military equipment dete-
riorates, polluting groundwater, mi-
grating to the surface. This is a prob-
lem that we cannot continue to sweep 
under the rug. 

The Federal Government should be 
leading by example, cleaning up after 
itself, making sure we are not leaving 
an expensive, toxic legacy for the fu-
ture. 

Last but not least, this sub-
committee can help by providing more 
leadership with local communities to 
provide a framework to the cleanup. I 
have been impressed with what hap-
pened in the State of California, recog-
nizing that long-term operation of 
military installations must involve a 
partnership between the State, the 
local, the Federal Government; in some 
areas, tribal authorities. 
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I would hope that we could work to-
gether in a cooperative fashion with 
these other entities to be able to have 
a framework that will promote the 
clean-up because, ultimately, not only 
will this improve the quality of life of 
our military families, it will hasten the 
day that we solve this problem, saving 
billions of long-term dollars. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time. 

I thank the gentleman for having 
produced an excellent bill with limited 
funds available; and I appreciate the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), 
the ranking member, for his partner-
ship in making this a very good bill. It 
is a good bill. 

We are focusing on one part of the 
bill, and I think that is appropriate. We 
should focus on that one part of the 
bill, but all of the items included in 
this appropriations bill for military 
construction are needed. They are cost 
effective and they are very good 
projects. But the one that we are vi-
tally concerned about today, the one 
that we fear might have a point of 
order raised against it, is the military 
family housing issue. 

I have not found anybody, Mr. Chair-
man, that is opposed to doing what we 
want to do. We want to provide decent 
housing for the members of our mili-
tary and their families. We do not want 

a soldier or a Marine to be in Iraq or 
Afghanistan and have in the back of 
his mind that his family is living in a 
rat-trap condition back home. That 
soldier, that Marine, has to be paying 
full attention to the mission and to ac-
complishing the mission, and also to 
providing some protection for himself 
or herself while they do this mission. 

Congress needs to be totally sup-
portive of the troops; and Congress has 
done a really good job. I am proud to 
say that we have identified, just during 
this year alone, many areas where the 
government is not taking proper care 
of military members and their fami-
lies, and we are fixing them. 

And, Mr. Chairman, we ought to do 
that. We need to fix these issues. We 
need to provide what our troops need 
and we need to protect them while they 
are doing it. And we need to have their 
families have a quality of life while 
they are out fighting that war. They do 
not need to be worried about what con-
ditions the folks are living in back 
home. 

The reason we need to do this is be-
cause this Congress voted to send them 
to the war. Now, maybe everybody did 
not vote for it, but most of us did, and 
we have an obligation to the men and 
women who protect this Nation and 
protect our national interests, wher-
ever they might be, and who are on the 
front line in the war against terrorism 
and the threats of terrorists. A world 
that is controlled by terrorists or their 
threats of violence is not acceptable, 
and I do not know of anyone who would 
disagree with that except the terror-
ists. 

This Congress has stepped up to the 
plate before, and we need to step up to 
the plate today. I am not exactly sure 
what the issue is on military family 
housing. Everybody is for it, but there 
are some who want to strike it from 
this bill and do it at a later time. What 
I cannot understand is, if we are going 
to do it at a later time, why not do it 
now? 

There may be some other bills that 
could solve this same problem, but this 
bill is here and fixes it today. Some 
other bill that might solve this prob-
lem of family housing for the military, 
but it may not have to pass. This bill 
has to pass. Before this Congress can 
leave its business, this bill and all of 
the other appropriations bills have to 
pass. 

That is an interesting point. A lot of 
folks do not understand that. Appro-
priations bills have to pass because if 
they do not, the government shuts 
down. Now, who wants to shut down 
the government? I do not know of any-
body who wants to shut down the gov-
ernment. There may be some. 

But this bill has to pass, and that is 
why we ought to solve the problem of 
military housing for families in this 
bill today, while we are here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

Now, there is a scoring issue. We 
have had many bills come to the floor 
where the Committee on the Budget 
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could have raised points of order— 
issues like the farm bill that exceeded 
the budget resolution; like the Medi-
care reform bill, where costs far ex-
ceeded the estimate; and this afternoon 
we are going to consider a highway 
program that exceeds the authorizing 
committee allocation by $400 million. 
And I have heard nothing about raising 
points of order on those bills. 

I have not heard anyone from the 
Committee on the Budget state a con-
cern about those bills. No points of 
order were raised against the farm bill 
or against the Medicare reform bill. It 
is my understanding that none are 
going to be raised against the highway 
bill today. That may change now that 
we put a little pressure on the issue, 
but as of this morning that was not in-
tended. 

But, for years, OMB and CBO have 
scored the military housing program 
the same way, 6 years. But for some 
reason, all of a sudden, CBO decided to 
score it differently. I do not know why. 
Maybe there is some good reason, but if 
there is, I do not know what it is. 

I want to take just a couple of min-
utes to read what the President of the 
United States thinks about this provi-
sion in the appropriations bill. He sup-
ports this very strongly, as do most of 
the Members of this House and the 
Senate, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and the chiefs of the services. They all 
support it. But you know who really 
supports it? The military troops who 
are defending our Nation support this 
because it gives their families some 
quality of life. 

I am quoting now from the letter 
from the Administration. ‘‘The admin-
istration strongly supports the provi-
sion that would increase the military 
housing privatization cap from $850 
million to $1.35 billion. This increase 
will help improve the quality of life of 
our military families. Furthermore, 
without this increase, the current limit 
would be reached by November of 2004 
and the program would be over. OMB 
would not score any additional costs to 
this provision because it does not in-
crease the amount of budget authority 
available to the Department of De-
fense.’’ And it goes on for about five 
more sentences expressing strong sup-
port for this provision and, expressing 
no concern whatsoever for the scoring. 

I just think that it is so important to 
those Americans serving in our mili-
tary, doing whatever they are asked to 
do, going wherever they are asked to 
go, making whatever sacrifice they 
must make. If we cannot today, in this 
bill that must pass, take care of their 
concerns for the way their families 
have to live, shame on us. But I would 
tell you that of the 435 Members of this 
House, I will bet if this was put to an 
up or down vote, there probably would 
not be five votes against it. 

It is just too bad that a procedural 
situation, that is not even consistent, 
can derail this extremely important 
issue. 

Let us not shoot Santa Claus on the 
floor of the House today. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) for his eloquent comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ), 
a senior and respected member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(Mr. ORTIZ asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) that this bill has some good 
items in the bill, but I think that the 
heart of the bill was in housing. And I 
do not know whether we have thought 
about what are we going to do with re-
enlistments? How are we going to do 
with retainment? 

The first time the young men and 
women enlist in the military they en-
list on their own. Once they serve 2, 3 
years in the military, then they marry. 
Then the second time they are going to 
reenlist, they reenlist their families. 
That is why this bill, the family hous-
ing portion of this military construc-
tion bill, was the very center of this 
bill. 

The idea was born about private-pub-
lic housing in my district in Kingsville 
because we saw the need to free loose 
some of the moneys for other purposes, 
and this is where this came about. In 
Kingsville, Texas, this idea was born, 
and we have been able to save millions 
and millions and millions of dollars. 

I am concerned about whether we are 
going to be able to retain these young 
men and women if we do not provide 
adequate housing for their wives, for 
their children. 

I have four military bases in my dis-
trict. Thank God that we do not have a 
seriousness yet in housing. But right 
before 9/11, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) and myself, we 
visited 25 bases in 4 days. I hope that 
some of the Members have been with us 
to see the deplorable conditions of the 
housing that we have throughout this 
Nation. 

I think that we are beginning to see 
retention numbers coming down. We 
are going to be able to see within the 
next few months that reenlistment will 
come down. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
how much time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) has 
81⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) has 31⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WALSH), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on VA, HUD 
and Independent Agencies of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and a mem-
ber of this subcommittee. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) for the 
remarkable work product that he has 
provided to us. 

The subcommittee worked very hard 
to meet the needs of our military. This 

is our highest priority, and this bill 
comes in $450 million above the Presi-
dent’s budget request. It supports our 
active duty forces. It supports our 
Guard and Reserve. It is building hous-
ing, hospitals, schools, public safety 
and, most importantly, our national 
security. It is improving our bases. 

Personally, in my home, the district 
in central New York, the Air National 
Guard base, not 5 years ago, the com-
mandant came through and said, This 
is one of the sorriest looking bases I 
have ever seen. 

These are soldiers who fought in the 
Gulf War, who have flown air CAP in 
Iraq, both north and south, some of the 
most dangerous duty of any of our sol-
diers in the country. And what we have 
done through this bill, through the 
gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) leadership, is made that 
one of the finest looking bases in 
America to make sure that our troops 
have the very best facilities and equip-
ment and quality of life that this Na-
tion can afford. 

I also rise in strong support of the 
gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) manager’s amendment 
regarding raising the cap on privatiza-
tion of military housing. This provi-
sion has outlived its usefulness. The 
provision was put in place to make 
sure this program worked. Well, the 
jury is in. The program works. It works 
so well that we now need to continue 
it. And this cap is no longer needed to 
provide insurance that the program 
works. It does work. It works better 
than most. 

Our soldiers and their families are 
benefiting. They deserve good, quality 
housing and they need it. Let us raise 
the cap. Let us build more housing and 
let us support the bill. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) who was pre-
viously the chairman of this com-
mittee for 4 years. 

(Mr. HOBSON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I can 
think of no bill more important than 
this bill, especially at this time. And I 
want to thank the committee on both 
sides for doing great work on this. 

The quality of life for our troops is 
very important. Their ability to come 
home and live in appropriate housing is 
of the highest need. 
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When I was the chairman of the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Sub-
committee, we began in earnest to do 
the privatization of housing on our 
bases because we realized that we did 
not have enough money to build hous-
ing under the old MILCON way. 

I can tell my colleagues that as we go 
around and visit the bases today where 
we have gotten these programs going, 
people are thrilled at the quality of the 
housing that is now there. 
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I think CBO has done a very great 

disservice to this country in not under-
standing how these deals are put to-
gether. These deals are put together at 
no risk for the most part to the Fed-
eral Government. There is only a cou-
ple who have a BRAC guarantee. All 
the rest of them are a simple, lease- 
back proposition with no guarantee by 
the Federal Government. 

So let us take a base that has been 
done. Let us go to Fort Hood, Texas. If 
we go to Fort Hood, Texas, we have a 
company that has built this housing, 
and they have agreed that they will 
provide this housing to the military; 
and the military has said we will rent 
it, we will rent it from you, but if it at 
some time Fort Hood does not need the 
housing, the government does not pay 
for it. The risk of the private financing 
on this is in the private sector, not to 
the Federal Government; and I do not 
think CBO understands that. We do not 
have to pay for it, if we do not need it. 

That is the best deal for the tax-
payer. That is the best deal for the 
troops. He is getting housing that he is 
entitled to, that is the same type of 
housing if he were in the private sec-
tor, and that is the kind of housing our 
troops are entitled to; and we are giv-
ing it to them. 

I urge the support for this bill and to 
keep this provision in this bill. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

I would just like to go back to the 
issue of the military housing program 
that is being protected in this bill un-
less a Member of the House objects to 
it. 

I want, Mr. Chairman, all Members 
and all those watching to understand 
what is going to happen if anyone ob-
jects. First of all, 24,000 servicemen and 
-women and their families will have a 
promise broken to them. A promise to 
provide them with new housing is a 
show of respect for the tremendous sac-
rifices they are making for our country 
and the American family. 

Secondly, and this I do not think has 
been discussed, while the present bill 
provides a 1.6 percent increase over 
military construction spending com-
pared to a year ago, not even enough to 
keep up with inflation, the fact is that 
many of those dollars being appro-
priated in this bill will be prohibited 
from being spent if one Member of this 
House stands up and objects to our hav-
ing solved the military housing cap 
problem. 

So, in effect, you are not only saying, 
no, you are not only going to break the 
promise to 24,000 military families 
across this country; you are actually 
saying that in a time of war it is okay 
with you if the effect of your action is 
to actually cut military construction 
funding this year compared to last year 
because literally millions and millions 
of dollars that look like they are being 
appropriated will be nothing but an il-
lusion, nothing but a false promise to 
our servicemen and -women, 40,000 of 
whom live in my district, nearly 20,000 
of whom are in Iraq today. 

No, Mr. Chairman. When our troops 
are asked to go into combat, they do 
not have an option of saying I will take 
care of that later. That is called 
AWOL. 

Well, today, let us as Members of 
Congress not go AWOL when we have 
an opportunity to step up to the plate, 
and right now, not a week from now, 
not a month from now, not some false 
promise, let us vote now to support our 
military men and women and the bet-
ter housing they deserve. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON), who is a 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time, and I appreciate the time and 
wanted to stand in support of the 
chairman’s mark on this important 
bill. 

We have been working in the Sub-
committee on Military Construction 
for many years to get this housing pri-
vatization project going. To date, we 
have got about 60,000 houses that are 
under this program. It has been a huge 
success. Yet we have something like 
160-odd thousand to go. That would be 
our goal. That would give us about 70 
percent of the existing housing units. 
Big step. 

It has been a very, very positive pro-
gram from Fort Meade to Fort Stew-
art. Here is a quote that one of the sol-
diers in our area at Fort Stewart actu-
ally wrote us: ‘‘There is a maintenance 
manager here at Fort Stewart, who is 
undoubtedly the best I have seen in my 
20 years in the military. He is respon-
sible for Marne Homes. He is person-
able, kind, and most of all a man of his 
word. If he says he’ll fix something, he 
will fix it and he will fix it fast. He’ll 
fix the root of a problem and not just 
put a Band-Aid on it. I feel better’’ and 
perhaps this is the key sentence, ‘‘I feel 
better going to Iraq in a few months 
knowing he will be here to take care of 
my family.’’ 

That is a strong statement for our 
soldiers back home, and yet what is the 
problem here? We have two scoring 
agencies. One is the Congressional 
Budget Office. One is the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. And this year, for 
some reason, the CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, changed the way 
they want to score this. 

In essence, what they did is they 
charged all the money up front. It is 
the equivalent of going to a soldier and 
saying, instead of your annual pay 
being scored on a 1-year basis, we are 
going to multiply it by the 20 years 
you are going to serve in the military 
and we are going to score your pay 
against you for the whole 20 years. 
That is what the Congressional Budget 
Office did. That does not make any 
sense, but the Office of Management 
and Budget did not change its scoring. 
The program has not changed, nor has 
the committee position changed. 

So we should not change as Members 
of the House. We need to stand with 

our military. The manager’s amend-
ment has fixed this problem for right 
now. We have got good bipartisan sup-
port on it, and we need to move for-
ward on this bill. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of 
things that already have been said, 
which I would like to repeat in my own 
words, but I am sure my fellow Mem-
bers of Congress would not mind if I 
spoke for a little less period of time; 
but I just want to say that this is what 
we need to do for our soldiers. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
compliment the gentleman on his 
statement; and when he is right, he is 
really right. I thank him. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I appreciate that. 
Thanks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise that each side has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remaining 11⁄2 min-
utes. 

This subcommittee worked on a gen-
uine bipartisan basis to provide a bet-
ter quality of life for military families. 
It worked on a bipartisan basis to ad-
dress a looming crisis in military hous-
ing. Now the moment has come for us 
to decide if we want to support our 
troops, including troops in combat, 
with our rhetoric and with our hearts 
and with our deeds. 

With all due respect to our hearts 
and our intentions and our goodwill, 
what matters to the 40,000 soldiers I 
have the privilege to represent at Fort 
Hood, Texas, is what Congress does 
with its deeds. Our responsibility today 
should be to say that in a time of war, 
it is of the utmost national priority 
and responsibility to take care of our 
military families who are sacrificing so 
much for all of us. 

We need to pass this subcommittee 
bill as it was drafted and passed out of 
subcommittee, now out of full com-
mittee. We need to pass this bill on a 
bipartisan basis; and for that reason, I 
ask my colleagues not only to support 
this bill but to ask all of their col-
leagues not to be the one person in this 
House who stops the most important 
housing program ever for our military. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would ask 
one question to any Member who would 
have the gall to stand up and strike 
out this issue, and that is, 2 months 
ago, how did you vote on the $69 billion 
tax cut which included tax breaks for 
Members of Congress? 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself the remaining time. 

I believe my colleagues can tell from 
the input that has been brought for-
ward this afternoon and the contribu-
tions from everybody that everyone 
here feels very strongly about this 
issue, extremely strongly. In fact, I 
think about the work that this sub-
committee has done. We have always 
striven to do things in a fashion that 
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represents actually what ends up being 
a bipartisan effort, but we actually do 
not seek that necessarily. It is just 
that what we are doing is for the com-
mon good of our military, and it seems 
to be appropriate then that it all works 
out in our favor. 

This, I believe, is a fair bill. It is a 
good bill. We worked with some mone-
tary restrictions. That is something 
that has to happen over here. It hap-
pens all the time. 

The other thing I would say, this is, 
as the chairman has mentioned, a 
must-pass bill. We cannot think about 
it and talk about it, but it has got to 
pass. It is one of the requirements of 
this committee. 

So I would simply say that this, with 
input that we have got, with the feel-
ing being 100 percent in terms of sup-
porting this measure, that we are in a 
position to carry out what it is that 
the troops want. They deserve better 
housing. This bill promises better 
housing; and in fact, it does something 
about the inadequate housing, too, 
that has become a major problem be-
cause the goal of the military is to get 
those inadequate housing situations 
out of the picture by 2007. To crimp 
this, it would simply crimp what we 
are trying to do here. 

So I would urge everybody to support 
this bill. It is a good bill, and I thank 
everybody. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber certainly is pleased that H.R. 4837 pro-
vides appropriations for a very important 
project in Nebraska’s 1st Congressional Dis-
trict. The bill includes $614,000 for a national 
guard and reserve center headquarters build-
ing at Lincoln Airbase, Nebraska. This is the 
second year that this Member has requested 
this funding for this necessary project. This 
Member would like to thank the distinguished 
Chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Military Construction (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) 
and the distinguished Ranking Member (Mr. 
EDWARDS) for their assistance in this important 
matter. 

These funds will be used to complete the 
design process associated with the construc-
tion of a new headquarters and emergency 
operating center for the Nebraska Army Na-
tional Guard. This existing headquarters facil-
ity must be relocated due to the new Antelope 
Valley highway/flood control infrastructure 
project in the city of Lincoln, Nebraska. 

While this project was included in the De-
partment of Defense’s (DoD) FY2009 future 
Year Defense Plan (FYDP), it needs to be ac-
celerated due to the unanticipatedly expedi-
tious progress on the Antelope Valley Freeway 
and Flood Control project, which will very soon 
necessitate the abandonment of the current 
headquarters. It appears that the National 
Guard Bureau agrees, since initial design 
funding was allocated last year from existing 
funds, even though it was not authorized or 
appropriated. 

The new facility will house the Joint Forces 
Headquarters, the Army National Guard Emer-
gency Operating Center, the 24th Medical 
Company, the 105th Personnel Service De-
tachment, the Nebraska State Patrol dispatch 
and communications systems and the Ne-
braska Emergency Management Agency. 

Building a multipurpose facility on an existing 
military installation increases security for all of 
the components. Furthermore, housing several 
Federal, State and local agencies in one facil-
ity allows the Department of Defense to save 
scarce military construction funds. Also, bring-
ing those various components within close 
proximity will facilitate better coordination 
among the agencies on issues of national and 
homeland security. Indeed, it is critically im-
portant to enhance these relationships in the 
current post-September 11th environment. 
This appropriation will allow this important 
project to move forward. 

In addition, this Member is pleased that 
$497,000 in design funds is appropriated in 
H.R. 4837 for a critically important runway re-
pair at Offutt Air Force Base, which is imme-
diately contiguous to the 1st Congressional 
District of Nebraska. This repair project has 
been championed by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), who rep-
resents Offutt, with this Member, and the two 
U.S. Senators from Nebraska. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, this Member urges 
his colleagues to support H.R. 4837. 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, let 
me first take this opportunity to express my 
sincere appreciation for the leadership shown 
by my chairman, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, and my 
ranking member, Mr. EDWARDS, on the hous-
ing privatization issue. I would also like to 
commend the leadership shown by Chairman 
YOUNG, and Ranking Member OBEY on this 
important issue as well. 

As a member of the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Military Construction, I know 
of no other issue which is more important to 
our military and their families than housing. 
There is no other issue which has more of an 
impact on the quality of life of the men and 
women serving in the military than housing. 
This year we heard witness after witness tes-
tify before our subcommittee—each describing 
the lack of adequate housing as ‘‘the’’ major 
quality of life issue facing the military. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to have two major 
military facilities—Ft. Benning and the Marine 
Corps Logistics Base in Albany, Georgia, in 
my district. However, just as important, I rep-
resent thousands of other military personnel 
who work at Moody Air Force Base and War-
ner Robbins Air Force Base, both of which are 
now adjacent to my district. 

Unfortunately, according to the Department 
of the Army’s installation status report for fis-
cal year 2004, approximately 71 percent of the 
Army’s residential quarters located in the 
United States require some level of improve-
ment or replacement, in order to meet the de-
partment’s own adequacy standards. If you 
read literally, this means that seven (7) out of 
every ten (10) housing units located at our 
Army installations here in the United States do 
not meet the current standards for adequacy. 

I am particularly concerned about the hous-
ing situation at Ft. Benning. According to the 
most recent data available, it is my under-
standing that approximately ninety percent 
(90%) of the family housing at Fort Benning is 
classified as substandard. Fortunately, Ft. 
Benning is scheduled to be one of the first 
bases to participate in the upcoming round of 
privatization. 

Ft. Benning is scheduled to construct 4,055 
much-needed family housing units. An addi-
tional 872 units are planned in FY 05 for Ft. 
Gordon, in Georgia as well. Unfortunately, Mr. 

Chairman, if the point of order is sustained 
against the language in the bill extending the 
program and we do not raise the cap, the pro-
gram could be in jeopardy of stalling after No-
vember of this year. 

That means that the units planned for Ft. 
Benning and Ft. Gordon in Georgia could be 
in jeopardy of not moving forward but not just 
in Georgia. Other bases, including Ft. Riley 
and Leavenworth in Kansas, West Point in 
New York, Ft. Rucker in Alabama, Ft. Knox in 
Kentucky, Ft. Jackson in South Carolina—all 
are just a few of the facilities which would be 
in jeopardy for the upcoming round of privat-
ization. 

It is important that my colleagues have an 
appreciation of the practical effects of not act-
ing to increase the cap. Thousands of our offi-
cers and enlisted personnel will continue to re-
side in inadequate family housing. Our na-
tional goal of privatizing military housing will 
not be accomplished. In addition, the existing 
inventory of housing facilities will continue to 
deteriorate, resulting in even billions of dollars 
of more costs for maintenance and operations. 
Finally, each of the services, particularly the 
Army, will be unable to meet its goal of elimi-
nating all inadequate family housing by 2007. 

Not meeting this goal will further adversely 
affect the health, safety and quality of life of 
the soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines and their 
families occupying these units. Privatization 
will provide new construction and revitalization 
of the existing inventory at a more rapid rate 
than current procedures and funding limits will 
permit. Privatization will also provide ren-
ovated or new quarters for our military and 
their families, which is comparable to housing 
of a similar size and quality as would be avail-
able in the local economy. 

It is critical that our fighting men and 
women, and their families, have the best qual-
ity of life we can offer them. Their sacrifices 
are too great. This investment is such a small 
cost given what they are giving to us—putting 
their lives on the line—day in and day out. A 
decent place to live is small cost in return for 
their service to America. We owe them so 
much more. 

Mr. Chairman, housing is at the core of pro-
viding a decent quality of life, and I urge the 
House to allow a lifting of the cap on housing 
privatization. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to express my severe dis-
appointment of the military housing provisions 
in H.R. 4837 the Military Construction Appro-
priations for fiscal year 2005. While this legis-
lation as a whole will support important military 
construction projects, it is absolutely shameful 
that Members of this body would seek to block 
lifting the cap on military housing privatization 
in this legislation. It is clear from the facts, 
which were agreed to by the Appropriations 
Committee, that if we do not take action now 
in regards to lifting the cap, then we will expe-
rience a crisis in military housing. I want to 
thank the ranking member from the sub-
committee Representative CHET EDWARDS for 
all his work and dedication on the issue of 
military construction specifically his determina-
tion to do justice to our Nation’s military fami-
lies by lifting the cap on military housing pri-
vatization. It is because of his tremendous ef-
fort that the Appropriations Committee as a 
whole agreed that this cap must be lifted in 
this legislation. Again, I will say that it is 
shameful that we would try to undo this bipar-
tisan effort in order to maintain a cap that can 
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only hinder military families from finding afford-
able and quality housing. 

By not lifting the cap on military housing pri-
vatization we will in effect stop developers and 
property managers from building and ren-
ovating homes that are used by military per-
sonnel. Not lifting the cap in this legislation will 
affect 50,000 military families. Since its estab-
lishment in 1996, the Military Housing Privat-
ization Initiative has been the most successful 
military housing program ever. In less than 10 
years it has already helped over 60,000 mili-
tary families, and would help an additional 
50,000 military families at 27 military installa-
tions in 22 States if the cap is lifted. Under the 
Military Housing Privatization Initiative, the 
Government creates public-private partner-
ships to construct, renovate, and maintain mili-
tary family housing. Not only has the program 
provided better housing for military families 
more quickly, this innovative military housing 
program has actually saved billions of tax-
payer dollars. The Government saves up to 
10–15 percent over the life of the project and 
military families are receiving improved homes 
in one-tenth of the time it would take using old 
methods of family housing construction. I find 
it repulsive that at a time when we are asking 
so much from our military families that we 
would try to undermine such a necessary pro-
gram. It is imperative that we keep our prom-
ises to provide better and more affordable 
housing for our soldiers and their families. If 
we do not lift the cap in this legislation then a 
great deal of military home construction will be 
put on hold and many of the hopes of our 
brave military families will be put on hold as 
well. 

Many efforts have been made to lift the cap 
on military housing privatization, first in the 
Budget Committee and then in the House De-
fense Authorization bill, however it is vital that 
we lift this cap now because it is just plain 
wrong to compromise good and affordable 
housing for our military families. This provision 
was supported on a bipartisan basis when it 
came through the Appropriations Committee; it 
is also supported by the Bush administration 
and a large number of organizations including: 
the Military Officers Association of America, 
the Association of the U.S. Army, the Air 
Force Association, and the National Military 
Families Association. I believe it must be clear 
to the entire body the need to lift this harmful 
cap now. The true of the matter is that our 
men and women of the military have always 
been ready when called upon and their fami-
lies have always stood by courageously. How 
can we now turn our backs on them by com-
promising a tremendously successful pro-
gram? 

I would also like to stress my dismay that 
funding for existing military family housing will 
be $231 million less than the current level. 
These funds are used for maintenance and re-
pair, furnishings, management, services, utili-
ties, leasing, interest, mortgage insurance, and 
miscellaneous expenses of already existing 
family housing units. In 2001, the Department 
of Defense estimated that 180,000, 60 per-
cent, of the 300,000 housing units it operates 
were substandard. While I applaud the com-
mittee’s commitment to the goal of eliminating 
inadequate housing by fiscal year 2007, we 
must take significant steps to address this 
problem now. Clearly, by cutting hundreds of 
millions of dollars from the funds used to 
maintain existing family units, this will only 

magnify the problem. Again, we turn our backs 
on our military families when we compromise 
funding that is used specifically to improve 
their living conditions. 

Again, I want to thank Ranking Member ED-
WARDS for his valiant efforts on this legislation 
under difficult conditions. It is truly disgraceful 
that there are those in this body who seek to 
undo the ranking member’s work to craft an 
effective and bipartisan piece of legislation. It 
is also truly unfortunate that this appropriation 
had to be stretched so tight because of the 
administration’s insistence on large tax cuts 
for the wealthiest Americans. Once again, we 
see how these reckless policies have led us to 
restrict funding to groups of Americans who 
are in need of it. In this case it is our military 
families who will have to suffer because tax 
cuts for the rich apparently trump any other 
consideration. Even though I have always 
worked against these reckless tax policies I 
want to apologize to our military families be-
cause as Members of Congress we have 
failed them, even though they have never 
failed us. It is my sincere hope that by next 
year’s Military Construction Appropriations we 
will be able to do real justice for the sacrifice 
made by our military families. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I object 
to the vote on the ground a quorum is 
not present and make the point of 
order a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
ask for a recorded vote? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and I withdraw 
my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count for a recorded vote. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, well, 
then, I insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. A quorum is not re-
quired to adopt a motion for the Com-
mittee to rise. The Chair will advise it 
takes 25 to support the request for a re-
corded vote. An insufficient number 
having risen, the request is denied; and 
the motion is adopted by voice vote 
and the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BEREUTER, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 4837) making appropria-
tions for military construction, family 
housing, and base realignment and clo-
sure for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2005, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2443, 
COAST GUARD AND MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2004 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 730, I 

call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 2443) to authorize appropria-
tions for the Coast Guard for fiscal 
year 2004, to amend various laws ad-
ministered by the Coast Guard, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 730, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
July 20, 2004 at page H 6022.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

b 1400 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the conference 
report on H.R. 2443, the Coast Guard 
Authorization and Maritime Transpor-
tation Act of 2004. 

This conference report is the result 
of a very bipartisan effort. I notice this 
is a word being used often today on 
this floor, but I want to compliment es-
pecially the committee I serve on. It 
was worked out with the subcommittee 
chairman, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), the ranking 
members from the full committee and 
the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER), 
and all of the conferees; and it deserves 
the support of all Members. 

As this body’s only licensed mariner 
and elected Member for all of Alaska, I 
am extremely interested in making 
sure the Coast Guard has the tools nec-
essary to carry out its many varied 
missions. This bill gives the Coast 
Guard the resources and authorities 
necessary to protect the safety and se-
curity of lives and property on U.S. wa-
ters. 

H.R. 2443 authorizes $8.2 billion to 
support activities of the Coast Guard 
for fiscal year 2005 and includes a num-
ber of provisions which will result in a 
safer, more effective system of mari-
time transportation. 

My State of Alaska contains nearly 
one-third of the Nation’s exclusive eco-
nomic zone, the Nation’s largest fish-
ery, and significant cruise ship and oil 
tanker traffic. Therefore, I am con-
cerned about the ability of the Coast 
Guard to carry out its traditional 
search, fisheries law enforcement, and 
vessel inspection missions. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us recognize the 
exceptional work performed by the 
Coast Guard, often under dangerous 
conditions and circumstances. I urge 
all of my colleagues to support the con-
ference report. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to recog-

nize Mr. John Rayfield and Mr. Mark 
Zachares for their hard work, and 
thank the staff on both the Senate and 
House side. The staff has worked very 
hard to ensure this has been done cor-
rectly. 

Again, may I stress, I hope we can do 
the same thing on the highway bill as 
we have done on this bill, and through 
a bipartisan effort, achieve our goal. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
of the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG) for his 
remarks, and certainly the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), and 
the ranking member from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR). I would say to the gen-
tleman from Alaska, maybe we should 
ask unanimous consent to substitute 
the highway bill for this conference re-
port! 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today with Chair-
man YOUNG to strongly support the 
conference report for H.R. 2443, the 
Coast Guard Authorization and Mari-
time Transportation Act of 2004. 

This legislation is the culmination of 
our work in this Congress in examining 
the Coast Guard missions, with par-
ticular emphasis on the funding for the 
Maritime Transportation Security Act 
of 2002 and their new homeland secu-
rity missions. 

The bill authorizes over $8.2 billion 
for Coast Guard operations for fiscal 
year 2005. We believe this will be suffi-
cient funding for the Coast Guard to 
carry out their many missions, includ-
ing homeland security, search and res-
cue, marine safety, drug and migrant 
interdiction and law enforcement, 
which includes $5.4 billion for Coast 
Guard operating expenses, $1.5 billion 
for acquisition and construction 
projects, $24.2 million for research and 
development, and $19.65 million for al-
teration of bridges. 

In particular, I am pleased that the 
conferees recommended that the Coast 
Guard should lease additional heli-
copters to establish a helicopter inter-
diction tactical squadron, HITRON, ar-
mored on the West Coast. Since their 
establishment in Jacksonville, Florida, 
the East Coast HITRON squadron has 
stopped over $4 billion in illegal drugs 
from entering the United States. De-
ployment of a HITRON squadron on the 
West Coast will help stem the flow of 
illegal narcotics through the eastern 
Pacific Ocean. 

There is sufficient authorized funding 
in this bill for the Coast Guard to lease 
the helicopters required for this de-

ployment. If one were to look at this 
using a cost-benefit analysis, the $39 
million we spend to lease and deploy an 
armored HITRON squadron on the West 
Coast will stop drugs valued at more 
than 20 times that amount. 

It is my strong view that the Coast 
Guard must increase existing airborne 
use of force assets for port security and 
drug interdiction. The lease option for 
these aircraft is already in place. The 
lease provides antiterrorist and anti-
drug coverage for the next 3 to 5 years 
while providing flexibility for the 
Coast Guard to engage in a competi-
tion to select a permanent multimis-
sion Cutter helicopter to meet the 
post-9/11 challenge. When these multi-
mission helicopters are deployed, the 
HITRON helicopters can be returned to 
the manufacturer at the option of the 
Coast Guard. 

We make a number of other sub-
stantive changes in the law, including 
providing critical skill training bo-
nuses for enlisted members, providing 
legal authority to build new housing 
for Coast Guard and military per-
sonnel, extending the International 
Safety Management Code to all vessels 
operating in U.S. waters, and requiring 
electronic charts on ships to help pre-
vent accidents such as the 1989 acci-
dent of the Exxon Valdez when they lost 
their way in Prince William Sound in 
Alaska. We also extend the oil spill re-
sponse plans to cargo ships entering 
U.S. ports, not just tankers. 

I thank the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG); the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO); and the rank-
ing member of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) for their bipartisan effort to put 
the bill together. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support the passage of the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), the chair-
man of the subcommittee, who has 
done an outstanding job on this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time and for his leadership of the full 
committee and this conference. I also 
want to thank the ranking members, 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FILNER), as well as all 
of the conferees of the House and Sen-
ate. 

Mr. Speaker, I too rise in strong sup-
port of the conference report on the 
Coast Guard Maritime Transportation 
Act. The conference report authorizes 
funding and personnel numbers for the 
Coast Guard and includes a number of 
other measures that will improve both 
the operational capability of the Coast 
Guard and the safety of our maritime 
transportation system. 

This conference report also includes 
important provisions designed to build 
upon the work we did in the Maritime 
Transportation Security Act of 2001 to 
strengthen security at our ports. 

H.R. 2443 includes language to clarify 
that members of the Coast Guard may 
make arrests for violations of Federal 
law while conducting security oper-
ations at our port facilities, to direct 
the Coast Guard to conduct vulner-
ability assessments of any waters adja-
cent to nuclear power plants to help 
ensure we are properly prepared for a 
waterborne threat to these facilities, 
and to authorize a new program to fund 
pilot projects that will test promising 
new technologies that could improve 
security at our ports. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
other body has agreed with Members of 
the House regarding the need to accel-
erate Coast Guard’s asset recapitaliza-
tion program known as Operation 
Deepwater. This report authorizes a 
funding level of $1.1 billion for fiscal 
year 2005. This level of funding puts us 
on track to accelerate Deepwater’s 
completion date to February 1, 2006, 5 
years earlier than originally planned. 

The effective accomplishment of the 
Coast Guard’s national and homeland 
security missions, as well as its ability 
to sustain the level of performance of 
traditional missions, is predicated 
upon having a required funding level to 
replace its aging and rapidly failing as-
sets sooner than the 20-year projected 
plan. 

The need to accelerate is compelling. 
Over 20 110-foot patrol boats underwent 
emergency dry dock for breached hulls 
this past year, and the rest of the fleet 
is in immediate need of repair for 
structural corrosion. Over the past 
year, the HH–65 helicopters have suf-
fered more than 125 in-flight main en-
gine power losses, robbing the asset of 
its ability to hover and placing the 
lives of its crew, passengers and those 
below in grave danger. 

These failures are increasing mainte-
nance costs and are resulting in the di-
rect loss of over 600 patrol days annu-
ally, severely affecting readiness and 
diminishing the service’s ability to re-
spond to terrorist threats and conduct 
its other vital missions. 

I firmly believe that, as authorizers, 
it is our job to set goals and priorities 
for the service. The accelerated re-
placement of these assets is one of the 
Coast Guard’s highest priorities. I com-
mend my colleagues for their support 
of this critical issue and encourage our 
appropriators to work towards the 
goals we have established in this re-
port. 

We all praise the work of the men 
and women of the Coast Guard almost 
on a daily basis. We have seen the in-
credible footage of the videos of the 
rescues that they have made. We hear 
of their heroism on a day-in-and-day- 
out basis. While it is very nice to say 
thank you in words, we need to show it 
in deeds, so we are providing the men 
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and women of the Coast Guard the as-
sets that they so dramatically need to 
complete their mission. 

Finally, I would like to thank the 
staff on both sides for their tremendous 
work, particularly John Rayfield, Eric 
Nagel, Marsha Canter from our sub-
committee, as well as Liz Megginson 
from the full committee, and John 
Cullather from the staff of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
for their efforts. I urge all Members to 
support this legislation. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ). 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of the conference report for 
H.R. 2443, the Coast Guard and Mari-
time Transportation Act of 2004. I 
would like to commend the members of 
the Subcommittee on Coast Guard and 
Maritime Transportation and all of the 
conferees for the great job they did on 
this bill. 

My interest in this bill stems from 
the work I do on the Committee on 
Homeland Security and the strong need 
that we have to bolster the security at 
our Nation’s ports. I am thankful that 
the conferees included the gentleman 
from California (Mr. COX) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMPSON) 
on that committee. The traditional and 
homeland security missions of the 
Coast Guard must both be supported, 
and I think this bill addresses both of 
those areas well. 

One provision requires the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to develop 
a long-range vessel tracking system. A 
true global, satellite-based tracking 
system that will give the Coast Guard 
worldwide maritime domain awareness. 
When we have the ability to track 
ships on their entire ocean voyage, we 
will be able to target the ships that ex-
hibit atypical or erratic behavior as 
well as to ensure their safety through-
out the journey. 

The technology and infrastructure 
needed for such a tracking system is 
already available and in place, and I 
hope to see it will be used within 
months of passage of this legislation. I 
had previously introduced legislation 
addressing that important issue, and I 
am glad to see it is included in this 
bill. Tracking vessels is an important 
part of overall maritime intelligence. 

The bill also requires the Department 
of Homeland Security to report to Con-
gress on the maritime intelligence plan 
required by the Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Act. 

Container security is another key 
provision in the bill which requires 
DHS to update Congress on container 
security technology, empty container 
inspection, cargo targeting and the de-
ployment of radiation portal monitors 
at seaports. 

Finally, this bill gives the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security continued 

authority to issue port security grants 
and accelerates the Deepwater program 
implementation. 

This bill will make the Coast Guard 
stronger and our Nation’s ports more 
secure. I urge my colleagues to vote to 
pass this legislation. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the gentleman from Alaska (Chairman 
YOUNG) for his support in including my 
provision in this bill that calls for the 
timely review and adjustment of pilot-
age rates by the United States Coast 
Guard; and of course, special thanks to 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), for his 
continued efforts to advocate for the 
just treatments of our American mari-
time pilots. 

Unfortunately for American mari-
time pilots, the review has been far 
from timely, and a permanent adjust-
ment flat out has not happened. Last 
fall, during floor debate on this bill, I 
engaged in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
to raise the issue that no permanent 
rate adjustment for pilots had been 
made. At that time, I was vexed at how 
the Coast Guard, whose responsibility 
it is to set the rates that American pi-
lots charge shipping companies for pi-
lotage services, let the 2003 shipping 
season come and go without issuing a 
permanent rate adjustment. 

The Great Lakes pilotage system per-
forms critical safety and environ-
mental functions for the Great Lakes. 
And not only that, it also requires by 
law that every vessel entering the 
Great Lakes has a maritime pilot on 
board. It does not make sense to 
underfund a pilotage system which is 
crucial to the largest freshwater body 
in the world, yet the Coast Guard 
failed to complete a permanent, full 
rate adjustment at all last year. At the 
end of last year, the Coast Guard fi-
nally did issue an interim rule which 
provided only a partial rate adjust-
ment. 

In a letter I received from the Com-
mandant earlier this year, I was ad-
vised that a supplemental rule sched-
uled to be published in February was 
going to be delayed until May. 

Mr. Speaker, Members, you might 
further understand my utter disbelief 
and complete frustration that a supple-
mental rule is still not out yet, and 
there are signs now it will not be out 
until October and maybe later. 

b 1415 

Remember, the supplemental rule 
will not change the rate. It will just 
trigger another round of public com-
ment. 

Every day that goes by is another 
day that pilots are not getting the pay 

that they not only deserve but are en-
titled to. This is contrary to the Coast 
Guard’s promise of last year to adjust 
the current pilot system funded at 1997 
levels. This is particularly disturbing 
because the Coast Guard regulations 
require rates to be reviewed and ad-
justed on an annual basis. Setting 
rates to 1997 levels will inevitably re-
sult in the fraying of the Great Lakes 
pilotage system. 

Foreign shipping companies and their 
agents in the United States have urged 
the Coast Guard to delay and reduce 
the proposed rate increase. This is not 
surprising because foreign shipping 
companies have an economic interest 
in reducing these rates, which they 
pay. However, it is the Coast Guard 
that by law bears the responsibility for 
ensuring that rate reviews and adjust-
ments are completed in a timely man-
ner and reflect the formula set out in 
detail in the agency’s own regulations. 
It is simply not acceptable for the 
Coast Guard to have repeatedly missed 
its own deadlines of a rate adjustment. 
Such delays will only continue to sub-
ject the Coast Guard to the charge that 
it is placing the economic interests of 
foreign shipping companies ahead of 
the environmental protection and ma-
rine safety of the Great Lakes. 

It is unbelievable to me that it is ac-
tually possible that another shipping 
season will come and go without a per-
manent adjustment. After having writ-
ten five letters in the last year request-
ing a prompt establishment of a perma-
nent Great Lakes maritime pilotage 
rate, that is five times we have writ-
ten, enough is enough; and I believe we 
need to call on GAO to investigate this 
issue. 

Again, I exhort the Coast Guard to 
follow its own rules and implement a 
full pilotage rate adjustment on the 
Great Lakes now. The pilots in my con-
gressional district bordering Lakes 
Michigan, Superior, and Huron as well 
as pilots throughout the Great Lakes 
have waited long enough for the Coast 
Guard’s empty promise to come to fru-
ition. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STUPAK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I greatly appreciate 
the gentleman’s statement which has 
laid out very clearly the problem that 
we face on the Great Lakes. This is 
really a Great Lakes issue. It does not 
affect the rest of the Nation. The salt-
water ports all have different regimes 
for pilotage. But this is not a new prob-
lem that the gentleman has laid out 
and detailed in a very clear manner. 
This goes back to the 1960s when we 
had a pilotage administration that was 
separate from the Coast Guard. It was 
run by a private sector, that is, a non-
military, non-Coast Guard, entity. And 
that was a failure. They did not man-
age the three pilotage districts, either 
in effectiveness in getting pilots when 
and where they were needed or in man-
aging the pay. 
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Then the pilotage administration was 

absorbed from the Department of 
Transportation into the Coast Guard. 
For a while that worked, but the Coast 
Guard had a retired captain running 
the program, and he would on week-
ends be off at his farm in Virginia when 
they needed pilots to be assigned out of 
the reserves to guide ocean-going ves-
sels into Great Lakes ports. That was 
unacceptable. We thought we had that 
fixed for a while. It was taken out of 
the Coast Guard, and now it is back in 
the Coast Guard again. 

This is not acceptable for ocean ship-
ping that enters the Great Lakes at a 
cost of as much as $15,000 a day when 
there are delays, when there is an inad-
equate reserve of pilots to guide the 
vessels. The gentleman has put his fin-
ger on it. The language that the gen-
tleman offered on the floor which the 
chairman agreed to accept, which I ac-
cepted and which is in this bill, will 
hopefully prod the process along. But 
that is not good enough. We need to 
scrub this whole process from top to 
bottom, have an independent review of 
it, and find a better way to deal with 
pilotage. It is unacceptable that the 
Coast Guard has not resolved it, the 
Department of Transportation has not 
resolved it, and that the Department of 
Homeland Security got their hands in 
this mess when they have nothing to do 
with it and the whole pilotage rule was 
sent over to Homeland Security. 

I see the chairman nodding his 
amusement over this mess which we 
knew was going to happen when the 
Coast Guard was taken out of the DOT 
and put over in Homeland Security. 
This is one of the fallouts of that whole 
mess. We have got to have this thing 
straightened out. 

I pledge to the gentleman, with the 
support of our chairman who is a river-
boat captain himself and knows how 
important it is to have good pilots, we 
will get this thing done and we will 
work with the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO). We will get this 
straightened out because it has to be 
done. 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the ranking 
member, and I think the chairman for 
his help and support. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, con-
tinuing along with the concerns that 
the gentleman from Minnesota ex-
pressed, I have another matter to bring 
to the Members’ attention that perhaps 
both the Chair and our ranking mem-
ber with their experience can be of as-
sistance. I am here to ask for help in 
remedying a situation on the Great 
Lakes that I have just been made 
aware of. 

I received a letter today, as a matter 
of fact, from the Port of Cleveland rais-
ing serious concerns with a marine pi-
lotage shortage that is causing ship-

ping delays on the Great Lakes. Fed-
eral law and Coast Guard regulations 
require all ocean-going commercial 
ships to employ a marine pilot on 
board when navigating the Great 
Lakes. For reasons unknown, one of 
the pilotage associations has had trou-
ble fulfilling its mission. This is begin-
ning to create shipping delays. Since 
the beginning of this year, according to 
a study that has been provided to me, 
there have been over 582 hours of ship-
ping delays according to the American 
Great Lakes Port Association and the 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation. A French cruise ship com-
pany has already ceased operations in 
the Great Lakes and other shipping 
companies are rumored to be wary of 
continued operations in the Great 
Lakes. 

While I fully realize the Coast Guard 
must place a priority on safety and 
lifesaving, the Coast Guard can stop 
these delays. Since the Coast Guard 
regulates the pilot associations, I be-
lieve the Coast Guard must ensure that 
shipping delays are avoided when rea-
sonably possible. 

I ask the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) to 
work with me to explore this issue and 
to make sure that the Coast Guard is 
taking all necessary steps to avoid un-
necessary shipping delays without im-
pacting safety. To make this easier, I 
have provided both the chairman and 
the ranking member a list of delays 
and several letters of correspondence 
between the interested parties. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alaska. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I thank the 
gentleman for bringing this to our at-
tention. I was unaware of this problem. 
I do appreciate his suggestions. We will 
look into it. 

Concerning the previous conversa-
tion, in this legislation there is a pro-
vision in the bill to tell the Coast 
Guard to get off their you-know-what 
and get busy and finish that problem 
that the gentleman from Michigan was 
talking about, and we are going to take 
care of that. 

With respect to the gentleman from 
Ohio’s issue, I now will be contacting 
the pilots association to find out what 
is the problem. I was reading with dis-
may the amount of delays that did 
occur because there were no pilots 
available. I cannot quite understand 
that myself because these are fine-pay-
ing jobs; and very honestly, the rev-
enue is quite attractive. I am antici-
pating my career, and I am really 
shocked. Maybe there is a place for me, 
after all, if I get out of this position. I 
will be working with the gentleman 
very closely to see if we can do it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Alaska for 
his observations. The gentleman’s 
point and information is accurate, but 
the reason they are having difficulty 
getting pilots is for 2 years, pilots have 
been paid at the rate of a mate. The 
chairman of the committee knows very 
well what that means. A pilot ought to 
be paid better than the pay for a mate, 
and that pay has stayed there for 2 
years and the Coast Guard has failed to 
act. And so the pilots are saying, We 
are out of here. They are quitting. You 
cannot bring a seasoned pilot on board 
with one season’s experience. You are 
going to run that ship aground. 

Because the Coast Guard has failed 
to act, because the pay has not been 
adjusted and the pilots are feeling 
abused, they are walking. What is hap-
pening is it is costing more for every 
piece of goods that comes into the 
Great Lakes. Every item that comes in 
on those vessels is taking longer, cost-
ing more than it would otherwise cost 
to be delivered to customers, and that 
means that our Great Lakes St. Law-
rence system is less efficient and less 
competitive. That is not right. That is 
not fair. The Coast Guard needs to get 
this thing done and done quickly and 
fairly and equitably. If they are not 
going to do it, then we need to find an-
other way to run this operation. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. LOBIONDO), and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. FILNER) for their 
attention to this. The Port of Cleve-
land is essential to the economy of our 
region in northeastern Ohio. Their 
knowledge and cooperation is much ap-
preciated here. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL). 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans have always counted on the Coast 
Guard to enforce maritime law, to se-
cure our waterways and ports, to res-
cue those in distress, and to intercept 
illegal drugs. In this new century, how-
ever, we are going to need to count on 
them even more. In the Iraqi theater, 
the Coast Guard is protecting key 
ports and oil platforms and helping 
speed the delivery of relief supplies to 
those in need. 

This year, Petty Officer Third Class 
Nathan Bruckenthal became the first 
member of the Coast Guard to die in 
battle since Vietnam. His bravery and 
sacrifice shines a light on the often 
overlooked sacrifices made by our 
Coast Guard. When I spoke to Nathan’s 
father, he said simply, ‘‘My son served 
his country.’’ Mr. Speaker, he did 
serve, and sacrifice. 

We have to keep Nathan and his fam-
ily in our prayers, in our budgets, and 
keep the Coast Guard the very best in 
the world. The Coast Guard is always 
ready to defend our Nation and rescue 
those in trouble. Now it is our turn. I 
urge my colleagues to support this con-
ference report and to give the Coast 
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Guard the funds that it needs to meet 
the national security challenges of the 
21st century in honor of the 
Bruckenthal family which served and 
sacrificed. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my debate time to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO) and, pending that, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to control the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER). 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) for yielding me this 
time to speak on this legislation. I rise 
today to support America’s Coast 
Guard, and that is why I intend to sup-
port the conference report for H.R. 
2443, the Coast Guard Authorization 
Act. 

I represent Maryland’s Second Con-
gressional District, which includes 
both the Port of Baltimore and the 
Coast Guard Yard. So while I applaud 
attempts to provide adequate funding 
for the Coast Guard and its mission to 
protect America’s shorelines, I am dis-
appointed that this conference report 
does not provide any language to pro-
tect the critical role and mission that 
the Baltimore Coast Guard Yard 
serves. 

The Baltimore Coast Guard Yard is a 
unique and indispensable asset to this 
Nation and the Coast Guard itself. For 
over a century it has served as the 
service’s sole ship construction and 
major repair facility. It is an essential 
part of the Coast Guard’s core of indus-
trial support base and supplier of 
depot-level services. 

In the wake of the September 11 at-
tack on America and the intensity of 
the national Coast Guard homeland se-
curity response, the yard capabilities 
and skill allowed the Coast Guard to 
sustain critical readiness for the fleet 
and our Nation. The yard plays a 
unique and indispensable role in both 
our homeland security and homeland 
defense priorities. 

For example, it supported efforts in 
Iraq and Afghanistan through a joint 
Department of Defense and Coast 
Guard project. Engineers and trades-
men designed, tested, and constructed 
the custom shipping cradles needed to 
transport the 110 patrol boats needed in 
Iraq. The yard also answered an urgent 
request from the U.S. Army and Ma-
rine Corps to quickly repair over a 
dozen old-style bridge erection boats. 
These boats were refurbished and 
shipped to Iraq, allowing bridges to be 
built over the inland rivers permitting 
the transportation of personnel and 
supplies. 

It is my understanding that the core 
logistics of the yard are being threat-

ened, and I am deeply troubled by the 
absence of language in the conference 
report to protect the Coast Guard 
Yard’s mission. This is an incredibly 
important issue to the security of our 
country. Protecting the yard and its 
shipbuilding and repair facilities is 
critical to all Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
tradition of excellent service the Balti-
more Coast Guard Yard has provided in 
the defense of the Nation for over a 
century. The dedicated and skilled 
craftsmen working at the yard today 
are among this country’s greatest as-
sets protecting our way of life. 
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Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Coast Guard and Mari-
time Transportation Act. 

It has been almost 3 years since the 
September 11 terrorist attacks, and we 
still do not have sufficiently detailed 
information about what enters our 
ports. We know that approximately 6 
million shipping containers enter the 
United States each year, but we do not 
know what all these containers contain 
nor do we know what it would cost to 
inspect all of these containers. 

We also know that approximately 6- 
to 7,000 ships enter the United States 
each year, but that figure refers main-
ly to deep-draft vessels. How many 
smaller ships, or break bulk vessels, 
enter our ports? We do not really 
know. 

When this bill was considered in the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure last year, I offered an 
amendment that was accepted by com-
mittee, asking the Coast Guard to do a 
study. I wanted to know a complete 
breakdown of the number and types of 
containers and ships that enter the 
United States each year. I also wanted 
to know the cost that would be in-
curred if we were to inspect adequately 
all of these containers and ships. 

Once we understand the different ele-
ments of what enters our ports, we can 
establish a better baseline on what we 
are currently spending on port secu-
rity. More importantly, we will have a 
better understanding of how we can im-
prove port security and the cost that 
will be entailed with each type of im-
provement. 

I am pleased that this port security 
study provision has been included in 
the final conference report that is be-
fore us today, along with additional re-
porting requirements regarding con-
tainer security inserted by the Senate. 

This is a good bill that will authorize 
appropriations for the Coast Guard. It 
has good provisions that will enable us 
to get a better handle on proper secu-
rity in our ports, and I urge my col-
leagues to support its adoption. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member of the full 
committee. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and for his splendid manage-
ment of the bill on our side. 

I compliment the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) for his 
steadfast dedication to the purposes of 
the Coast Guard and his distinguished 
leadership of the subcommittee on this 
matter and other Coast Guard-related 
matters, and the gentleman from Alas-
ka (Mr. YOUNG) for the steadfast sup-
port that we had in adhering to the 
principles of the committee as ex-
pressed by the House and passage of 
our version of the Coast Guard reau-
thorization. 

This is a very happy day for the com-
mittee and for the Coast Guard. It is 
the first time in 2 years, in fact a little 
bit more than that, that actually we 
are on the point of passing a Coast 
Guard reauthorization bill in the nor-
mal legislative course of business. It 
had to be done in the appropriations 
process last year, Mr. Speaker, because 
although the House did its work, 
passed the bill, the other body could 
not come to a resolution on the mat-
ter, and we never even got to con-
ference. 

But this year, congratulations on 
both sides. The Coast Guard will have 
its charter spelled out legislatively as 
we need to do. 

We make a number of improvements, 
a significant increase in personnel for 
the Coast Guard. The former Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee was 
one of my first two committee assign-
ments along with, then, Public Works 
when I was elected in 1974; and the per-
sonnel allocated to the Coast Guard in 
1975 was listed at 39,000. It remained at 
that level for the next 30 years, and 
only recently have we begun to raise 
the number of personnel for the Coast 
Guard, while all along adding new re-
sponsibilities to the Coast Guard. 

Congress so loved the Coast Guard 
and so admired the work it could do 
that it laid on 27 new authorities and 
responsibilities for the Coast Guard to 
carry out without adding the personnel 
to do the job, and only in the last 8 
years, 9 years have we begun the Blue 
Water program and the program of add-
ing extended endurance helicopters and 
fixed-wing aircraft and surface vessels 
and high-endurance, high-speed vessels 
to combat the illegal drug trade and 
immigration trade in the Caribbean 
and on the coastal waterways of the 
United States. 

This legislation takes us signifi-
cantly forward. We authorize Coast 
Guard to set hours of service limits for 
personnel working on towing vessels to 
avoid the kind of tragedies that oc-
curred at South Padre Island. We re-
quire all commercial vessels to have 
electronic charts beginning in 2007. 

We authorize establishment of a Na-
tional Maritime Enhancement Insti-
tute on the Great Lakes to study mari-
time transportation needs on the Great 
Lakes, and full safety inspection of 
towing vessels. 
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We require the Coast Guard to set 

standards for adequate amounts of po-
table water on commercial vessels. 
After many years of studying this 
issue, we are finally going to deal with 
it. 

And we extend the authority of ships 
operating on the Great Lakes to dis-
pose of dry bulk cargo residue in ac-
cordance with standards already set by 
the Coast Guard for at least a decade. 

The only disappointment I have with 
this legislation, and it is a major one, 
is that we did not come to a resolution 
of security issues along the lines that 
the committee agreed upon, the House 
voted on, and the motion to instruct 
conferees was passed with an over-
whelming vote in this body, and that 
was to deal with security plans for for-
eign-flag vessels entering U.S. ports. 

We passed the affectionately known 
Port Security Act, known properly as 
the Maritime Transportation Security 
Act of 2002. The gentleman from Alas-
ka (Chairman YOUNG) and I were at the 
White House for the signing of this bill, 
along with Members of the other body. 
We all patted each other on the back. 
There was not enough money in that 
bill on the one hand to carry out the 
intentions of the legislation, but there 
was very good and very strong lan-
guage in that legislation to protect 
U.S. ports. 

‘‘An owner or operator of a vessel 
. . . shall prepare and submit to the 
Secretary a security plan for the vessel 
. . . for deterring a transportation se-
curity incident to the maximum extent 
practicable.’’ 

It goes on to say, ‘‘A vessel or facil-
ity for which a plan is required to be 
submitted to the Secretary under this 
subsection may not operate after July 
1, 2004 unless, A, the plan has been ap-
proved by the Secretary; and, B, the 
vessel or facility is operating in com-
pliance with the plan.’’ 

Well, that seems, on the face of it, 
very clear language, a very clear direc-
tive to the Coast Guard, but hardly was 
the ink dry when they went to the 
International Maritime Association 
and negotiated something quite dif-
ferent and issued regulations saying 
that instead of reviewing foreign vessel 
security plans, the Coast Guard will 
simply accept the security certificates 
issued by the flag state or by a security 
organization approved by the flag state 
under which that vessel operates. 

Many ships coming into U.S. harbors 
operate from a flag state country that 
we know as ‘‘flag states of conven-
ience’’ or ‘‘flags of convenience,’’ those 
great seafaring nations of Panama, 
Malta, Cyprus. Cyprus may have been a 
seafaring nation B.C., but not in recent 
times. And under the Coast Guard reg-
ulations, the agency would have to ac-
cept approvals from these countries or 
their security organizations. Those 
countries do not inspire a great deal of 
security confidence in me or other ob-
servers of the security scene. 

So we came back with the House bill 
to strengthen that language, make it 

clear what we intended; and the other 
body had a little different version. We 
tried mightily to come to an agree-
ment. When we could not, the conferees 
agreed to delete language in both bills 
and leave current law standing. 

That outcome and this conference re-
port, Mr. Speaker, should not be con-
strued as endorsing the Coast Guard’s 
regulations. They are inconsistent with 
current law. Current law states very 
clearly that foreign vessels must have 
their security plans approved by the 
Secretary of the department in which 
the Coast Guard is operating. And 
those regulations are not in compli-
ance, and they should be revised, not 
only not in compliance but not pro-
viding adequate security. 

Under these regulations, this is what 
can and will and is happening. A for-
eign vessel enters U.S. waters. Under 
Coast Guard regulations, the Coast 
Guard will not examine the vessel’s se-
curity plan unless there is clear evi-
dence that the crew has insufficient 
knowledge of the security plans and 
procedures. And even if the Coast 
Guard finds that the crew does not 
have sufficient knowledge about secu-
rity, regulations do not allow the Coast 
Guard to look at these areas of the se-
curity plan for that vessel, identifying 
restricted areas on the vessel and 
measures to prevent unauthorized ac-
cess to those areas, procedures for re-
sponding to security threats or 
breaches of security, procedures for re-
sponding to security instructions of 
the flag state under which that vessel 
is operating. 

Duties of shipboard personnel assigned se-
curity responsibilities and of other shipboard 
personnel on security aspects of their duties. 

Procedures to ensure the inspection, test-
ing, calibration, and maintenance of any secu-
rity equipment on board the vessel. 

Identification of the location where the ship’s 
security alter activation point is located. 

Procedures, instructions, and guidance on 
the use of the ship security alert system. 

And yet, the Administration wants us to be-
lieve that under this system ships would be 
secure. This is not the type of security that we 
need. This is not what the law currently re-
quires. The Coast Guard’s regulations must be 
revised to comply with the law. 

Apart from this difficult security issue, H.R. 
2443 makes many substantive improvements 
to maritime safety and the quality of life for the 
men and women who serve in the Coast 
Guard. 

I thank Chairman YOUNG, Subcommittee 
Chairman LOBIONDO, and Subcommittee 
Ranking Member FILNER for the cooperation 
and teamwork in successfully concluding this 
Conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port adoption of this conference report. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the 
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
NER), the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), and everyone aforementioned 
for their support in bringing this con-
ference report to the floor. 

I would like just to put a human face 
on it for a minute, that this is really 
about the men and women of the Coast 
Guard who are out there every day 
doing such a heroic job both here and 
abroad. 

For those who think that the Coast 
Guard is only here on our shores, re-
cently there was a Coast Guard heli-
copter crew that was in theater in Iraq. 
One of those engine failures that I 
talked about earlier was experienced. 
The captain of the helicopter really 
had a tremendous challenge on his 
hands when he had an engine failure 
and had to decide whether to set the 
helicopter down in Syria or do a hard 
landing on the deck. 

We can just let our minds wonder a 
little bit about what it would have 
been like to have one of our Coast 
Guard helicopters having to set down 
in Syria and the implications of that. 
We can all see that that is not a good 
scenario. 

He very heroically put the helicopter 
down without any injuries to himself, 
the crew, or damage to the helicopter. 
But it is symptomatic of why we have 
to make sure that they have the re-
sources necessary. This authorization 
bill will be a critical, but first step in 
getting us to that point. 

So I would urge all my colleagues to 
continue to understand the tremendous 
mission that the Coast Guard has un-
dertaken, the tremendous job that they 
do day in and day out. I ask everyone 
to please support this legislation. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2443. I want to thank the 
chairmen and ranking members for all their 
hard work. The Coast Guard is an integral part 
of our Nation’s homeland security efforts. 

I want to mention that I am a strong sup-
porter of the Deepwater program that is re-
placing a number of aging vessels with new, 
high tech ships that I have no doubt will serve 
the Coast Guard and the American people 
very well. 

Most of all, I want to thank my colleagues 
on the Transportation Committee for retaining 
and broadening language regarding security 
assessments at nuclear facilities. When the 
House debated its version of this bill, I offered 
and the chairs and ranking members gener-
ously accepted, an amendment to study the 
vulnerability of the Indian Point Nuclear power 
plant in Westchester County New York. 

I am very pleased that during negotiations 
with the Senate on the final bill, this version 
was expanded to include all nuclear facilities 
that are adjacent to navigable waters. 

We have a responsibility to ensure that our 
Nation is safe. We know that Al Qaeda has 
plans for our nuclear facilities. This assess-
ment will help us in Congress and the Admin-
istration to better plan for protecting and pre-
venting an attack that may be attempted. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
this important legislation. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
strongly support the conference report on H.R. 
2443, the Coast Guard and Maritime Trans-
portation Act, a bill to reauthorize Coast Guard 
operations for fiscal year 2005. 

I thank Chairman DON YOUNG and FRANK 
LOBIONDO, and Ranking Member JIM OBER-
STAR for their hard work and leadership on be-
half of our Coast Guard men and women. And 
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I thank my colleagues and fellow conferees for 
working with me to authorize the establish-
ment of a National Coast Guard Museum in 
New London, Connecticut—where the Service 
first came ashore and established the Coast 
Guard Academy. 

In 2001, I became one of the founding 
members of the National Coast Guard Mu-
seum Association. Our goal was to fund and 
construct the museum in New London. The 
seven-member board included our chairman, 
James Coleman, Jr., Connecticut State Sen-
ator Cathy Cook, Rear Adm. Richard 
Larrabee, USCG (ret.), Cmdr. Don Chapman, 
USCG (ret.), Richard Grahn and John John-
son. These civic-minded individuals dedicated 
their time and talent to make this project work. 

Connecticut’s two Senators CHRISTOPHER 
DODD and JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, also supported 
this project and I thank them for their input 
and support. I am proud to have been part of 
the effort, which we anticipate will be com-
pleted with full support of the community. 

The bill appropriately directs the Coast 
Guard Commandant to establish the museum 
in New London at, or in close proximity to, the 
Academy. This will ensure that future cadets, 
commissioned officers, warrants and petty offi-
cers attending the leadership school at the 
Coast Guard Academy will benefit from the 
collection and programs of the new museum. 

The people of Connecticut and the New 
London area are proud of their Coast Guard 
and maritime heritage, and eager to support 
the new museum. I am confident that local 
leaders will support this effort and be diligent 
in securing a suitable location for the museum. 

The Coast Guard is our major force in mari-
time safety and law enforcement, an integral 
part of our national defense, and an important 
member of our New London community. It is 
right to honor the service and sacrifice of the 
men and women in the Coast Guard by estab-
lishing this museum, and it is fitting to locate 
the facility in New London. 

A National Coast Guard Museum will be a 
place to honor, preserve and share the story 
of our beloved ‘‘Coasties.’’ It is the proud story 
of brave men and women who live and serve 
by their motto—Semper Paratus. Always 
Ready. 

Mr. Speaker, today this body is ready to say 
thank you. More than 70 museums across the 
country celebrate our military services, and 
H.R. 2443 pays a long overdue tribute to the 
Coast Guard in establishing the first museum 
dedicated to this Service. I am gratified to 
have the support of my colleagues in passing 
this bill. 

Mr. LoBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
ference. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the conference report for H.R. 2443. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later today. 

f 

b 1445 

TAX SIMPLIFICATION FOR AMER-
ICA’S JOB CREATORS ACT OF 2004 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4840) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to simplify the tax-
ation of businesses. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4840 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tax Sim-
plification for America’s Job Creators Act of 
2004’’. 
SEC. 2. 2-YEAR EXTENSION OF INCREASED EX-

PENSING FOR SMALL BUSINESS. 
Subsections (b), (c), and (d) of section 179 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 are each 
amended by striking ‘‘2006’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘2008’’. 
SEC. 3. INDEXING OF GROSS RECEIPTS TEST FOR 

CASH METHOD OF ACCOUNTING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 448(c) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT OF GROSS RE-
CEIPTS TEST.—In the case of any taxable year 
beginning in a calendar year after 2003, the 
$5,000,000 dollar amount in paragraph (1) 
shall be increased by an amount equal to— 

‘‘(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar 
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2002’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 
If any amount as adjusted under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $100,000, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100,000.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 448(b)(3) of such Code is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ both places it ap-
pears in the heading and text. 

(2) Section 448(c) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ in the heading and 
the first place it appears in paragraph (1) 
thereof. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 

SEC. 4. SIMPLIFICATION THROUGH ELIMINATION 
OF INOPERATIVE PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) GENERAL BUSINESS CREDITS.—Subsection 

(d) of section 38 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended by striking paragraph (3). 

(2) CARRYBACK AND CARRYFORWARD OF UN-
USED CREDITS.—Subsection (d) of section 39 of 
such Code is amended by striking paragraphs 
(1) through (8) and by redesignating para-
graphs (9) and (10) as paragraphs (1) and (2), 
respectively. 

(3) ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON ADJUSTED CUR-
RENT EARNINGS.—Clause (ii) of section 
56(g)(4)(F) of such Code is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘In the case of any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1992, clause’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Clause’’. 

(4) ITEMS OF TAX PREFERENCE; DEPLETION.— 
Paragraph (1) of section 57(a) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘Effective with respect 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1992, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(5) INTANGIBLE DRILLING COSTS.— 
(A) Clause (i) of section 57(a)(2)(E) of such 

Code is amended by striking ‘‘In the case of 
any taxable year beginning after December 
31, 1992, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(B) Clause (ii) of section 57(a)(2)(E) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘(30 percent in 
the case of taxable years beginning in 1993)’’. 

(6) GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM.— 
Section 126(a) of such Code is amended by 
striking paragraph (6) and by redesignating 
paragraphs (7), (8), (9), and (10) as paragraphs 
(6), (7), (8), and (9), respectively. 

(7) TREBLE DAMAGE PAYMENTS UNDER THE 
ANTITRUST LAW.—Section 162(g) of such Code 
is amended by striking the last sentence. 

(8) CHARITABLE, ETC., CONTRIBUTIONS AND 
GIFTS.—Section 170 of such Code is amended 
by striking subsection (k). 

(9) NET OPERATING LOSS CARRYBACKS AND 
CARRYOVERS.— 

(A) Section 172 of such Code is amended— 
(i) by striking subparagraph (D) of sub-

section (b)(1) and by redesignating subpara-
graphs (E), (F), (G), and (H) as subparagraphs 
(D), (E), (F), and (G), respectively, 

(ii) by striking ‘‘ending after August 2, 
1989’’ in subsection (b)(1)(D)(i)(II) (as redesig-
nated by clause (i)), 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (F)’’ in sub-
section (b)(1)(G) (as redesignated by clause 
(i)) and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (E)’’, 

(iv) by striking subsection (g), and 
(v) by striking subparagraph (F) of sub-

section (h)(2). 
(B) Section 172(h)(4) of such Code is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(E)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(1)(D)’’. 

(C) Section 172(i)(3) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(G)’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(1)(F)’’. 

(D) Section 172(j) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(H)’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(1)(G)’’. 

(E) Section 172 of such Code, as amended 
by subparagraphs (A) through (D) of this 
paragraph, is amended— 

(i) by redesignating subsections (h), (i), and 
(j) as subsections (g), (h), and (i), respec-
tively, 

(ii) by striking ‘‘subsection (h)’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection (g)’’, 
and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (i)’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection (h)’’. 

(10) RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTAL EXPENDI-
TURES.—Subparagraph (A) of section 174(a)(2) 
of such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) WITHOUT CONSENT.—A taxpayer may, 
without the consent of the Secretary, adopt 
the method provided in this subsection for 
his first taxable year for which expenditures 
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described in paragraph (1) are paid or in-
curred.’’. 

(11) AMORTIZATION OF CERTAIN RESEARCH 
AND EXPERIMENTAL EXPENDITURES.—Para-
graph (2) of section 174(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘beginning after De-
cember 31, 1953’’. 

(12) SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION EXPEND-
ITURES.—Paragraph (1) of section 175(d) of 
such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) WITHOUT CONSENT.—A taxpayer may, 
without the consent of the Secretary, adopt 
the method provided in this section for the 
taxpayer’s first taxable year for which ex-
penditures described in subsection (a) are 
paid or incurred.’’. 

(13) ACTIVITIES NOT ENGAGED IN FOR PROF-
IT.—Section 183(e)(1) of such Code is amended 
by striking the last sentence. 

(14) DIVIDENDS RECEIVED ON CERTAIN PRE-
FERRED STOCK; AND DIVIDENDS PAID ON CER-
TAIN PREFERRED STOCK OF PUBLIC UTILITIES.— 

(A) Sections 244 and 247 of such Code are 
hereby repealed, and the table of sections for 
part VIII of subchapter B of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by striking the items relat-
ing to sections 244 and 247. 

(B) Paragraph (5) of section 172(d) of such 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(5) COMPUTATION OF DEDUCTION FOR DIVI-
DENDS RECEIVED.—The deductions allowed by 
section 243 (relating to dividends received by 
corporations) and 245 (relating to dividends 
received from certain foreign corporations) 
shall be computed without regard to section 
246(b) (relating to limitation on aggregate 
amount of deductions).’’. 

(C) Paragraph (1) of section 243(c) of such 
Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any divi-
dend received from a 20-percent owned cor-
poration, subsection (a)(1) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘80 percent’ for ‘70 percent’.’’. 

(D) Section 243(d) of such Code is amended 
by striking paragraph (4). 

(E) Section 246 of such Code is amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ in subsection (a)(1), 
(ii) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘sections 243(a)(1), and 

244(a),’’ the first place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘section 243(a)(1)’’, 

(II) by striking ‘‘244(a),’’ the second place 
it appears, and 

(III) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) or (b) of 
section 245, and 247,’’ and inserting ‘‘and sub-
section (a) or (b) of section 245,’’, and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ in subsection (c)(1). 
(F) Section 246A of such Code is amended 

by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ both places it appears in 
subsections (a) and (e). 

(G) Sections 263(g)(2)(B)(iii), 277(a), 
301(e)(2), 469(e)(4), 512(a)(3)(A), subparagraphs 
(A), (C), and (D) of section 805(a)(4), 805(b)(5), 
812(e)(2)(A), 815(c)(2)(A)(iii), 832(b)(5), 
833(b)(3)(E), and 1059(b)(2)(B) of such Code are 
each amended by striking ‘‘, 244,’’ each place 
it appears. 

(H) Section 1244(c)(2)(C) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘244,’’. 

(I) Section 805(a)(4)(B) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘, 244(a),’’ each place it 
appears. 

(J) Section 810(c)(2)(B) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘244 (relating to divi-
dends on certain preferred stock of public 
utilities),’’. 

(15) ORGANIZATION EXPENSES.—Section 
248(c) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘beginning after December 31, 1953,’’ and by 
striking the last sentence. 

(16) AMOUNT OF GAIN WHERE LOSS PRE-
VIOUSLY DISALLOWED.—Section 267(d) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘(or by reason 
of section 24(b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1939)’’ in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘after 
December 31, 1953,’’ in paragraph (2), by 
striking the second sentence, and by striking 

‘‘or by reason of section 118 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1939’’ in the last sentence. 

(17) ACQUISITIONS MADE TO EVADE OR AVOID 
INCOME TAX.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) of sec-
tion 269(a) of such Code are each amended by 
striking ‘‘or acquired on or after October 8, 
1940,’’. 

(18) INTEREST ON INDEBTEDNESS INCURRED 
BY CORPORATIONS TO ACQUIRE STOCK OR AS-
SETS OF ANOTHER CORPORATION.—Section 279 
of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘after December 31, 1967,’’ 
in subsection (a)(2), 

(B) by striking ‘‘after October 9, 1969,’’ in 
subsection (b), and 

(C) by striking ‘‘after October 9, 1969, and’’ 
in subsection (d)(5). 

(19) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO CORPORATE 
PREFERENCE ITEMS.—Paragraph (4) of section 
291(a) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1984, section’’ and inserting 
‘‘Section’’. 

(20) TAX CREDIT EMPLOYEE STOCK OWNERSHIP 
PLANS.—Section 409 of such Code is amended 
by striking subsection (q). 

(21) FUNDING STANDARDS.—Section 412(m)(4) 
of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the applicable percent-
age’’ in subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘25 
percent’’, and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C) and by re-
designating subparagraph (D) as subpara-
graph (C). 

(22) RETIREE HEALTH ACCOUNTS.—Section 
420 of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (4) of subsection 
(b) and by redesignating paragraph (5) as 
paragraph (4), and 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) of sub-
section (c) to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO PENSION 
BENEFITS ACCRUING BEFORE TRANSFER.—The 
requirements of this paragraph are met if 
the plan provides that the accrued pension 
benefits of any participant or beneficiary 
under the plan become nonforfeitable in the 
same manner which would be required if the 
plan had terminated immediately before the 
qualified transfer (or in the case of a partici-
pant who separated during the 1-year period 
ending on the date of the transfer, imme-
diately before such separation).’’. 

(23) EMPLOYEE STOCK PURCHASE PLANS.— 
Section 423(a) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘after December 31, 1963,’’. 

(24) LIMITATION ON DEDUCTIONS FOR CERTAIN 
FARMING.— 

(A) Section 464 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘any farming syndicate (as defined 
in subsection (c))’’ both places it appears in 
subsections (a) and (b) and inserting ‘‘any 
taxpayer to whom subsection (d) applies’’. 

(B)(i) Subsection (c) of section 464 of such 
Code is hereby moved to the end of section 
461 and redesignated as subsection (j). 

(ii) Such subsection (j) of such Code is 
amended— 

(I) by striking ‘‘For purposes of this sec-
tion’’ in paragraph (1) and inserting ‘‘For 
purposes of subsection (i)(4)’’, and 

(II) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(3) FARMING.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘farming’ has the meaning 
given to such term by section 464(e). 

‘‘(4) LIMITED ENTREPRENEUR.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘limited entre-
preneur’ means a person who— 

‘‘(A) has an interest in an enterprise other 
than as a limited partner, and 

‘‘(B) does not actively participate in the 
management of such enterprise.’’ 

(iii) Paragraph (4) of section 461(i) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 464(c)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (j)’’. 

(C) Section 464 of such Code is amended— 

(i) by striking subsections (e) and (g) and 
redesignating subsections (d) and (f) as sub-
sections (c) and (d), respectively, and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(e) FARMING.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘farming’ means the cultiva-
tion of land or the raising or harvesting of 
any agricultural or horticultural commodity 
including the raising, shearing, feeding, car-
ing for, training, and management of ani-
mals. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, trees (other than trees bearing fruit or 
nuts) shall not be treated as an agricultural 
or horticultural commodity.’’ 

(D) Subsection (d) of section 464 of such 
Code, as redesignated by subparagraph (C), is 
amended— 

(i) by striking paragraph (1) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) as para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘SUBSECTIONS (a) AND (b) TO 
APPLY TO’’ in the subsection heading. 

(E) Subparagraph (A) of section 58(a)(2) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘section 
464(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 461(j)’’. 

(25) DEDUCTIONS LIMITED TO AMOUNT AT 
RISK.—Paragraph (3) of section 465(c) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘In the case of 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1978, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(26) NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING COSTS.—Sec-
tion 468A(e)(2) of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘at the rate set forth in 
subparagraph (B)’’ in subparagraph (A) and 
inserting ‘‘at the rate of 20 percent’’, and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and by re-
designating subparagraphs (C) and (D) as 
subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively. 

(27) PASSIVE ACTIVITY LOSSES AND CREDITS 
LIMITED.— 

(A) Section 469 of such Code is amended by 
striking subsection (m). 

(B) Subsection (b) of section 58 of such 
Code is amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end 
of paragraph (1), by striking paragraph (2), 
and by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2). 

(28) ADJUSTMENTS REQUIRED BY CHANGES IN 
METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—Section 481(b)(3) of 
such Code is amended by striking subpara-
graph (C). 

(29) EXEMPTION FROM TAX ON CORPORATIONS, 
CERTAIN TRUSTS, ETC.—Section 501 of such 
Code is amended by striking subsection (q). 

(30) REQUIREMENTS FOR EXEMPTION.— 
(A) Section 503(a)(1) of such Code is amend-

ed to read as follows: 
‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—An organization de-

scribed in paragraph (17) or (18) of section 
501(c) or described in section 401(a) and re-
ferred to in section 4975(g)(2) or (3) shall not 
be exempt from taxation under section 501(a) 
if it has engaged in a prohibited trans-
action.’’. 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 503(a) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘described in 
section 501(c)(17) or (18) or paragraph 
(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘described in para-
graph (1)’’. 

(C) Subsection (c) of section 503 of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘described in 
section 501(c)(17) or (18) or subsection 
(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘described in sub-
section (a)(1)’’. 

(31) INSURANCE COMPANY TAXABLE INCOME.— 
(A) Section 832(e) of such Code is amended 

by striking ‘‘of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1966,’’. 

(B) Section 832(e)(6) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘In the case of any taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1970, the’’ 
and inserting ‘‘The’’. 

(32) PROPERTY ON WHICH LESSEE HAS MADE 
IMPROVEMENTS.—Section 1019 of such Code is 
amended by striking the last sentence. 
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(33) INVOLUNTARY CONVERSION.—Section 

1033 of such Code is amended by striking sub-
section (j) and by redesignating subsection 
(k) as subsection (j). 

(34) PROPERTY ACQUIRED DURING AFFILI-
ATION.—Section 1051 of such Code is hereby 
repealed, and the table of sections for part 
IV of subchapter O of chapter 1 is amended 
by striking the item relating to section 1051. 

(35) HOLDING PERIOD OF PROPERTY.— 
(A) Paragraph (5) of section 1223 of such 

Code is amended by striking ‘‘(or under so 
much of section 1052(c) as refers to section 
113(a)(23) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1939)’’. 

(B) Paragraph (7) of section 1223 of such 
Code is amended by striking the last sen-
tence. 

(C) Paragraph (9) of section 1223 of such 
Code is repealed. 

(36) PROPERTY USED IN THE TRADE OR BUSI-
NESS AND INVOLUNTARY CONVERSIONS.—Sub-
paragraph (A) of section 1231(c)(2) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘beginning 
after December 31, 1981’’. 

(37) SALE OR EXCHANGE OF PATENTS.—Sec-
tion 1235 of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (c) and by redes-
ignating subsections (d) and (e) as sub-
sections (c) and (d), respectively, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ in sub-
section (b) and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’. 

(38) DEALERS IN SECURITIES.—Subsection (b) 
of section 1236 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘after November 19, 1951,’’. 

(39) SALE OF PATENTS.—Subsection (a) of 
section 1249 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘after December 31, 1962,’’. 

(40) GAIN FROM DISPOSITION OF FARM 
LAND.—Paragraph (1) of section 1252(a) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘after De-
cember 31, 1969,’’ both places it appears. 

(41) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED ON 
RETIREMENT OR SALE OR EXCHANGE OF DEBT 
INSTRUMENTS.—Subsection (c) of section 1271 
of such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN OBLIGA-
TIONS WITH RESPECT TO WHICH ORIGINAL 
ISSUE DISCOUNT NOT CURRENTLY INCLUD-
IBLE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—On the sale or exchange 
of debt instruments issued by a government 
or political subdivision thereof after Decem-
ber 31, 1954, and before July 2, 1982, or by a 
corporation after December 31, 1954, and on 
or before May 27, 1969, any gain realized 
which does not exceed— 

‘‘(A) an amount equal to the original issue 
discount, or 

‘‘(B) if at the time of original issue there 
was no intention to call the debt instrument 
before maturity, an amount which bears the 
same ratio to the original issue discount as 
the number of complete months that the 
debt instrument was held by the taxpayer 
bears to the number of complete months 
from the date of original issue to the date of 
maturity, 

shall be considered as ordinary income. 
‘‘(2) SUBSECTION (a)(2)(A) NOT TO APPLY.— 

Subsection (a)(2)(A) shall not apply to any 
debt instrument referred to in subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) CROSS REFERENCE.— 
‘‘For current inclusion of original issue dis-

count, see section 1272.’’. 
(42) AMOUNT AND METHOD OF ADJUSTMENT.— 

Section 1314 of such Code is amended by 
striking subsection (d) and by redesignating 
subsection (e) as subsection (d). 

(43) ELECTION; REVOCATION; TERMINATION.— 
Clause (iii) of section 1362(d)(3) of such Code 
is amended by striking ‘‘unless’’ and all that 
follows and inserting ‘‘unless the corporation 
was an S corporation for such taxable year.’’. 

(44) AFFILIATED GROUP DEFINED.—Subpara-
graph (A) of section 1504(a)(3) of such Code is 

amended by striking ‘‘for a taxable year 
which includes any period after December 31, 
1984’’ in clause (i) and by striking ‘‘in a tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1984’’ 
in clause (ii). 

(45) DISALLOWANCE OF THE BENEFITS OF THE 
GRADUATED CORPORATE RATES AND ACCUMU-
LATED EARNINGS CREDIT.— 

(A) Subsection (a) of section 1551 of such 
Code is amended— 

(i) by striking paragraph (1) and by redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘after June 12, 1963,’’ each 
place it appears. 

(B) Section 1551(b) of such Code is amend-
ed— 

(i) by striking ‘‘or (2)’’ in paragraph (1), 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘(a)(3)’’ in paragraph (2) 
and inserting ‘‘(a)(2)’’. 

(46) DEFINITION OF WAGES.— 
(A) Section 3121(b) of such Code is amended 

by striking paragraph (17). 
(B) Section 210(a) of the Social Security 

Act is amended by striking paragraph (17). 
(47) CREDITS AGAINST TAX.— 
(A) Paragraph (4) of section 3302(f) of such 

Code is amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘subsection—’’ and all that 

follows through ‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection, the, 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B), 
(iii) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 

subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, and 
(iv) by moving the text of such subpara-

graphs (as so redesignated) 2 ems to the left. 
(B) Paragraph (5) of section 3302(f) of such 

Code is amended by striking subparagraph 
(D) and by redesignating subparagraph (E) as 
subparagraph (D). 

(48) DOMESTIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT 
TAXES.—Section 3510(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking paragraph (4). 

(49) TAX ON FUEL USED IN COMMERCIAL 
TRANSPORTATION ON INLAND WATERWAYS.— 
Section 4042(b)(2)(A) of such Code is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) The Inland Waterways Trust Fund fi-
nancing rate is 20 cents per gallon.’’. 

(50) TRANSPORTATION BY AIR.—Section 
4261(e) of such Code is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking subpara-
graph (C), and 

(B) by striking paragraph (5). 
(51) TAXES ON FAILURE TO DISTRIBUTE IN-

COME.— 
(A) Paragraph (2) of section 4942(f) of such 

Code is amended by striking the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (B) and inserting 
‘‘, and’’, by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of 
subparagraph (C) and inserting a period, and 
by striking subparagraph (D). 

(B) Subsection (g) of section 4942 of such 
Code is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘For all taxable years be-
ginning on or after January 1, 1975, subject’’ 
in paragraph (2)(A) and inserting ‘‘Subject’’, 
and 

(ii) by striking paragraph (4). 
(C) Section 4942(i)(2) of such Code is 

amended by striking ‘‘beginning after De-
cember 31, 1969, and’’. 

(52) TAXES ON TAXABLE EXPENDITURES.— 
Section 4945(f) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘(excluding therefrom any pre-
ceding taxable year which begins before Jan-
uary 1, 1970)’’. 

(53) RETURNS.—Subsection (a) of section 
6039D of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘beginning after December 31, 1984,’’. 

(54) INFORMATION RETURNS.—Subsection (c) 
of section 6060 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘year’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘year.’’. 

(55) CANAL ZONE.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 6103(b)(5) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘the Canal Zone,’’. 

(56) ABATEMENTS.—Section 6404(f) of such 
Code is amended by striking paragraph (3). 

(57) FAILURE BY CORPORATION TO PAY ESTI-
MATED INCOME TAX.—Clause (i) of section 
6655(g)(4)(A) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘(or the corresponding provisions of 
prior law)’’. 

(58) MERCHANT MARINE CAPITAL CONSTRUC-
TION FUNDS.—Paragraph (4) of section 7518(g) 
of such Code is amended by striking ‘‘any 
nonqualified withdrawal’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘shall be determined’’ and in-
serting ‘‘any nonqualified withdrawal shall 
be determined’’. 

(59) VALUATION TABLES.— 
(A) Subsection (c) of section 7520 of such 

Code is amended by striking paragraph (2) 
and by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2). 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 7520(c) of such 
Code, as so redesignated, is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘Not later than December 
31, 1989, the’’ and inserting ‘‘The’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘thereafter’’ in the last 
sentence thereof. 

(60) ADMINISTRATION AND COLLECTION OF 
TAXES IN POSSESSIONS.—Section 7651 of such 
Code is amended by striking paragraph (4) 
and by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (4). 

(61) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYEE.—Section 
7701(a)(20) of such Code is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘chapter 21’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘chapter 21.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise 

provided in paragraph (2), the amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SAVINGS PROVISION.—If— 
(A) any provision amended or repealed by 

subsection (a) applied to— 
(i) any transaction occurring before the 

date of the enactment of this Act, 
(ii) any property acquired before such date 

of enactment, or 
(iii) any item of income, loss, deduction, or 

credit taken into account before such date of 
enactment, and 

(B) the treatment of such transaction, 
property, or item under such provision would 
(without regard to the amendments made by 
subsection (a)) affect the liability for tax for 
periods ending after such date of enactment, 

nothing in the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall be construed to affect the 
treatment of such transaction, property, or 
item for purposes of determining liability for 
tax for periods ending after such date of 
enactment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans are frus-
trated. They are frustrated with their 
current Tax Code, and they should be. 
The mountains of documents that they 
face are complicated, confusing, and 
sometimes contradictory. The effects 
of this complex code, by the way, are 
more than just frustration for those of 
us who are taxpayers. They include de-
creased levels of voluntary compliance, 
people cannot figure out the code and 
they are less likely to comply with it; 
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increased costs, of course, for the en-
tire taxpayer system; reduced percep-
tion of fairness in the Federal tax sys-
tem; and, of course, increased difficul-
ties at the Internal Revenue Service as 
they try to administer this unwieldy 
code. Clearly, we need to make our Tax 
Code more user friendly, and we should 
take every opportunity to do so. 

Over the last few years, we have done 
that in some cases, for instance, the 
expansion of the 10 percent tax brack-
et, and taking literally millions of tax-
payers off the Internal Revenue Code 
altogether. 

But today, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to commend my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE), for 
legislation that he has brought to the 
floor showing his commitment to tax 
simplification, and particularly focus-
ing on the needs of our small busi-
nesses. 

H.R. 4840, which is before the House 
today, the Tax Simplification For 
America’s Job Creators Act, provides 
provisions that will provide tax relief 
and simplification for small businesses 
and small business owners as they plan 
for the economy, which is now growing. 

First, the bill will extend the $100,000 
expensing amount provided under what 
is called section 179 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. This is an extremely im-
portant incentive which was included 
in the President’s 2003 tax relief bill, 
the Jobs Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act. 

It allows small businesses to deduct 
up to $100,000 immediately, to write 
that off, not depreciate it over time, as 
compared to $25,000, which was in law 
before the 2003 tax relief act. This is for 
new equipment up to 2006. Therefore, 
we want to expand that, we want to ex-
tend the legislation into 2006 and 2007, 
and the legislation offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) does 
that. 

It also expands the definition of who 
qualifies. Before 2003, those companies 
who qualified were those that had 
$200,000 or less of capital purchases per 
year. We doubled that to $400,000 of 
capital purchases per year, making this 
provision something that is more usa-
ble for more small businesses. 

Expensing, of course, allows small 
businesses to recover the cost of their 
investment immediately rather than 
writing it off over time and rather than 
requiring them to keep extensive 
records and track those deductions 
over several years. This helps reduce 
the cost of capital, which helps to ex-
pand plant and equipment. It also 
makes it simpler and less costly, less 
complicated for our small businesses to 
be able to comply with our Tax Code. 

Again, today’s bill will provide yet 
another vehicle that we can use to try 
to enact this important small business 
priority that has already passed the 
House in some other forms, and I com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman CRANE) for it. 

Second, his bill also begins adjusting 
an important standard which affects 

small businesses’ ability to use the 
cash accounting system. The cash ac-
counting method is simpler, and it pro-
vides under this legislation to convert 
from the current $5 million threshold 
to $10 million. So we are expanding the 
amount that can be indexed for infla-
tion, so that more and more small busi-
nesses are not forced into using the ac-
crual method each year. 

It is important to understand that 
forcing businesses into the accrual ac-
counting method has real consequences 
for smaller companies. Not only must 
they begin calculating taxes using a 
different accounting method; they 
must actually pay tax on the difference 
in income as measured by the accrual 
and the cash methods. The bill before 
us rectifies this situation by indexing 
the limit so inflation will not force 
more and more small businesses into 
the accrual method. 

This does not change the $5 million 
threshold. Mr. Speaker, I correct my-
self. Rather, it indexes that going for-
ward to inflation to be able to increase 
that amount. This change will provide 
$120 million in tax relief to smaller 
businesses during the coming decade. 

Finally, the bill eliminates a number 
of outdated references in the code. 
These are so-called ‘‘deadwood provi-
sions.’’ This is also very important 
both because these deadwood provi-
sions that have been identified by the 
Joint Tax Committee, by the Treasury 
Department, by others in their reports 
are important to get out of the code be-
cause they do not need to be in it, do 
not make any sense; but it also creates 
confusion at the IRS and confusion 
among taxpayers and has created 
downstream problems that are difficult 
to address. 

H.R. 4840, in the end, Mr. Speaker, 
will cut taxes by approximately $1.2 
billion for our small businesses, and 
that figure is over the next decade. 

The bill is well within our House- 
passed budget, and I believe it is very 
worthy of our support as an important 
simplification method. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation to 
help our small businesses, our job cre-
ators, our risk takers, who are out 
there ensuring that this economic re-
covery continues, and continues 
strongly. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

I thank my friend from Ohio for his 
work on this bill. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of tax simplification. 
There can be little doubt that tax-
paying individuals and American busi-
nesses, particularly small businesses, 
spend far too much time, not just pre-
paring their tax returns and paying 
their taxes, but in even figuring out 
just how to file or which forms to fill 
out, what tax preferences they qualify 
for, what they can deduct, and what 
elections they should make to best 
serve the interests of the business, its 
employees, and themselves. 

On top of that is the anxiety that 
many small business owners experience 
when confronting the daunting com-
plexity of the Tax Code and trying to 
make sound business and tax planning 
decisions with the prospect of taking a 
wrong turn in a numbing maze that 
makes tax lawyers and accountants 
shudder. Such complexity is both un-
necessary and unhealthy, Mr. Speaker, 
for small business and our Nation’s 
economy. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly 
support meaningful efforts to reform 
our tax system and to reduce an ex-
treme burden on our small businesses 
and individuals and to ensure effi-
ciency. 

Moreover, I am pleased to rise in sup-
port of the legislation introduced by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
CRANE). I am pleased to be a cosponsor 
of the legislation that somewhat eases 
the burden borne by America’s small 
businesses, truly the engine that drives 
our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, at a very modest cost, 
H.R. 4840 provides two valuable bene-
fits to our Nation’s small businesses. 

First, the bill extends enhanced sec-
tion 179 expensing for small businesses 
for 2 years. Last year Congress passed 
and President Bush signed into law leg-
islation that increased the amount of 
equipment that small businesses may 
expense from $25,000 annually to 
$100,000 annually. The 2003 law also in-
creased the phase-out range from 
$200,000 of capital expenditures to 
$400,000, significantly expanding the 
number of small businesses that qual-
ify for section 179 expensing. Both 
amounts are indexed for inflation. 

The bill the House considers today 
extends these improvements to section 
179 for 2 additional years through 2007, 
thereby providing much-needed relief 
as our economy continues to recover 
and to grow. 

Second, H.R. 4840 eases the account-
ing burden on small businesses by pre-
serving the cash accounting method for 
more small businesses. Generally, 
under current law, businesses with $5 
million or more in gross receipts must 
switch from the cash method of ac-
counting to the accrual method. The 
bill offered by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. CRANE) preserves the value of 
the $5 million limit by indexing it for 
inflation so that more small businesses 
will not be forced to use the more com-
plicated accrual method. 

Finally, but less directly beneficial, 
H.R. 4840 cleans up the Tax Code by 
eliminating outdated, rarely used and 
unnecessary provisions of the code. Re-
pealing these deadwood provisions cer-
tainly has the effect of reducing clutter 
in our code, but its practical effects 
and benefits to small business are 
somewhat limited. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4840 is a fine bill. 
It is a good first step, and I am proud 
to support it. However, this Congress 
needs to do more to relieve the burden 
borne by America’s small businessmen 
and -women and individuals. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate the comments of my colleague 
from Texas. I agree with them. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. CRANE), the author of this 
legislation on tax simplification. 

(Mr. CRANE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
distinguished colleague from the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), for 
yielding this time to me and for help-
ing me in getting this bill explained 
and passed. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 4840, the legislation I have in-
troduced that will simplify the Tax 
Code for small businesses. 

Nearly seven in 10 new jobs are cre-
ated by small businesses, which are the 
backbone of our economy. The Tax 
Simplification For America’s Job Cre-
ators Act helps small businesses in 
three ways: 

First, it extends section 179, small 
business expensing, for 2 years, 
through 2007. This provision allows 
small businesses to immediately de-
duct the cost of up to $100,000 in ex-
penditures for new equipment. Failure 
to extend this provision will result in 
an effective tax increase of about $1 
billion on small businesses seeking to 
make critical investments that expand 
their businesses and create jobs. 

Second, my legislation will allow 
small businesses to take advantage of 
the cash method of accounting. Under 
current law, subchapter C corporations 
cannot use cash accounting, which al-
lows them to deduct expenses in the 
year paid and report income in the 
year received, if their gross receipts ex-
ceed $5 million. H.R. 4840 indexes the $5 
million threshold for inflation, which 
ensures that more small businesses are 
not forced to use the more complex, 
costly, and time-consuming accrual 
method of accounting. This provision 
saves business taxpayers roughly $120 
million. 

Third, H.R. 4840 eliminates from the 
Tax Code a number of dead-letter pro-
visions, which serve no purpose other 
than to clutter an already overly com-
plex set of laws. 

My constituents tell me that passage 
of this legislation will mean more jobs 
and increased economic growth in the 
Chicagoland area. I am also pleased 
that some of the Nation’s leading small 
business associations, including the 
National Federation of Independent 
Businesses, the NFIB, the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, and the Associated 
Builders and Contractors, strongly sup-
port the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, my legislation is not a 
panacea for small business. The gov-
ernment can only do so much. As al-
ways, it is the hard work and ingenuity 
of the American people that lead to ex-
panded growth, job creation, and pros-

perity. However, taxpayers with busi-
ness income pay about 55 percent of all 
income taxes. This bipartisan legisla-
tion will not only simplify the Tax 
Code; but by returning over $1 billion 
to business taxpayers, it will also let 
our job creators know that Congress 
means business when it comes to low-
ering their tax burden. It is the least 
we can do. 

While I am extraordinarily pleased 
that we are acting today on much- 
needed simplification for small busi-
ness, I want to take a moment to men-
tion the need for greater simplification 
in the tax laws. I, for one, intend to be 
dogged in my pursuit of this goal. 

To give one example, I have long 
championed an effort for many years to 
address a complex and unfair provision 
in the consolidated return rules. These 
rules were enacted so that corporate 
groups could pay tax on the net income 
of all their affiliated companies. Gen-
erally, the rules accomplish this goal, 
unless one of the affiliated corpora-
tions in the group is a life insurance 
company. 

Twenty Members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means have cosponsored 
legislation I have introduced, H.R. 2228, 
that reforms the consolidated returns 
to address this inequity. Similar legis-
lation passed both the House and Sen-
ate in 1999 as part of a larger tax bill 
that, unfortunately, was vetoed by 
President Clinton. I would expect that 
with the appropriate amount of effort, 
this legislation, as well as other meri-
torious simplification, can and will be 
enacted in the near future. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, to continue on 
the theme of tax simplification, in 2002, 
the IRS issued Revenue Procedure 2002– 
28 to allow subchapter S corporations 
to use cash accounting if their gross re-
ceipts do not exceed $10 million. That 
ruling provided useful clarification for 
taxpayers. I believe the service should 
go one step further and make this guid-
ance a formal regulation so that in the 
future America’s small business owners 
can rely on a simple method of ac-
counting. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a copy of the NFIB’s petition 
to the IRS asking for a final rule to ad-
dress this issue. 

NFIB LEGAL FOUNDATION, 
Washington, DC, July 20, 2004. 

PETITION FOR RULEMAKING BEFORE THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Hon. MARK W. EVERSON, 
Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. COMMISSIONER: The National 
Federation of Independent Business Legal 
Foundation (‘‘NFIB Legal Foundation’’) sub-
mits this petition to the Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 553(e) of 
the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 
§§ 551 et seq. Petitioners request a rule-
making to incorporate Revenue Procedure 
2002–28, with three requested modifications, 
into a formal regulation. Pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. § 555(e), petitioners request prompt 
consideration and response to this petition. 

The NFIB Legal Foundation, a 501(c)(3) 
public interest law firm, is the legal arm of 
the National Federation of Independent 

Business (NFIB), which is the nation’s oldest 
and largest organization dedicated to rep-
resenting the interests of small-business 
owners throughout all 50 states. The approxi-
mately 600,000 members of NFIB own a wide 
variety of America’s independent businesses 
from restaurants to hardware stores to bowl-
ing alleys. 

REVENUE PROCEDURE 2002–28 
Revenue Procedure 2002–28 allows quali-

fying small business taxpayers with gross re-
ceipts of less than $10 million to use the cash 
receipts and disbursements method of ac-
counting. This relieves qualifying small 
businesses from the more complex inventory 
and accrual method of accounting. Revenue 
Procedure 2002–28 also provides for qualifying 
businesses to obtain automatic consent to 
change from accrual accounting to cash ac-
counting. 
THE PROPOSED REGULATION—INCORPORATION 

OF REVENUE PROCEDURE 2002–28 INTO A FINAL 
RULE. 
Petitioner requests that the IRS convert 

Revenue Procedure 2002–28 into a formal reg-
ulation. A formal rule would provide sta-
bility and prevent long-term confusion and 
wide-ranging interpretations of the current 
revenue procedure. While there are numerous 
revenue procedures that have been in effect 
for many years, nothing prevents a subse-
quent administration from modifying or 
withdrawing a revenue procedure. Incorpora-
tion into a formal regulation would make 
the components and intent of Revenue Pro-
cedure 2002–28 a more permanent fixture of 
the tax law thereby maintaining a predict-
able environment in which small businesses 
may operate. 

FURTHER CHANGES ARE NEEDED IN A FINAL 
RULE 

Petitioner applauds the IRS Small Busi-
ness/Self-Employed Division’s outreach to 
small business owners on this matter. In 
doing so, Revenue Procedure 2002–28 ad-
dressed many small business owners’ con-
cerns and provided much needed tax sim-
plification for many taxpayers. Nevertheless, 
there are some outstanding issues that Peti-
tioner would like to see incorporated into a 
final rule. 
1. Provide one-year grace period to adjust in-

come ratio or change accounting method 
Section 4(.01) of Revenue Procedure 2002–28 

allows a qualifying small business taxpayer 
to use a cash method of accounting for all of 
its trade or business if ‘‘the taxpayer reason-
ably determines that its principal business 
activity is the provision of services, includ-
ing the provision of property incident to 
those services.’’ A taxpayer may determine 
its principal business activity using either 
(1) the gross receipts for its prior taxable 
year, or (2) the average annual gross receipts 
for its three most recent prior taxable years. 

We support the inclusion of the three-year 
average test in Revenue Procedure 2002–28 
for determining if a small business qualifies 
for use of cash accounting methods. By using 
a three-year average, qualifying businesses 
can maintain their customary cash account-
ing methods if, in one year, their service-to- 
produce income ratio changes to 55/45 rather 
than 60/40. Revenue Procedure 2002–28 ad-
dresses this issue in Example 6 by showing 
that a business with 57% of its income from 
services still qualifies for the cash account-
ing method. This practice is both practical 
and fair, and petitioner requests that the 
procedure and examples used in Revenue 
Procedure 2002–28 are incorporated into a 
regulation. 

In addition, however, we request that a 
business should not be forced to immediately 
switch from cash accounting to accrual ac-
counting when the business’ principal busi-
ness activity income ratio falls below the 60/ 
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40 threshold percentage provided in the Rev-
enue Procedure examples. Instead, busi-
nesses should be provided a one-year grace 
period to either adjust their income ratios or 
to change accounting methods. Allowing 
such a grace period would enhance stability 
and certainty for small business taxpayers 
by providing them with an opportunity to 
avoid having to switch from cash to accrual 
accounting from one year to the next. 
2. Provide notice of changes to NAICS 

Revenue Procedure 2002–28 applies to quali-
fying taxpayers who fit within the $1 million 
to $10 million gross receipts threshold. Busi-
nesses qualify if they derived their largest 
percentage of gross receipts in the prior tax 
year from an activity other than one in the 
following North American Industry Classi-
fication System (NAICS) codes: mining ac-
tivities within NAICS codes 211 and 212, in-
cluding oil and gas extraction; manufac-
turing within NAICS codes 31–33; wholesale 
trades within NAICS code 42; retail trade 
within NAICS codes 44 and 45; and informa-
tion industries within NAICS codes 5111 and 
5122, including newspaper, periodical, book, 
and database publishers and sound recording. 
The cash accounting method does not apply 
to farming businesses or those prohibited 
from using cash accounting by IRC Sec. 448. 

Changes made to NAICS codes could obvi-
ously impact the ability of a business to 
qualify for the cash accounting method 
under Revenue Procedure 2002–28. The IRS 
should provide some form of notification to 
affected businesses when NAICS codes are 
changed, to ensure that business taxpayers 
remain aware of the impact on their ac-
counting procedures. 
3. Provide one-year grace period to businesses 

affected by changes to NAICS 
Petitioner also requests that the IRS pro-

vide businesses affected by changes to the 
NAICS codes a one-year grace period to 
switch their accounting systems from cash 
accounting to accrual accounting. A grace 
period would provide business taxpayers 
time to adjust their business practices and 
change their accounting procedures. 

AUTHORITY OF THE COMMISSIONER 
The enhanced sense of permanence associ-

ated with a formal regulation as described 
above would provide certainty and stability 
for thousands of small businesses nation-
wide, allowing the business owners to do 
what they do best—run the businesses that 
are the backbone of our economy. Federal 
law provides ample authority to grant this 
petition and issue the requested final rule. 

Respectfully submitted this 20th day of 
July 2004, 

KAREN R. HARNED, Esq., 
Executive Director. 
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Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We appreciate the efforts of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) and 
clearly, there is a need for tax sim-
plification. Today, the IRS now prints 
more than 1,000 publications, forms, 
and instruction booklets, and while the 
Tax Code was a mere 500 pages in 1913, 
financial publisher CCH says its Stand-
ard Federal Tax Reporter, which is the 
guidance for tax preparers, has grown 
to more than 60,000 pages today. The 
cost to individuals and business in 
America of the complexity of our code 
are staggering. 

More than $100 billion a year in ac-
counting fees and the value of tax-
payers’ time to complete their returns, 

according to Joel Slemrod of the Uni-
versity of Michigan, are used up each 
year. This is roughly equivalent to 
what our Nation spends to operate the 
Departments of Education, Homeland 
Security, and the Department of State 
each year. According to the IRS, small 
business owners are required to devote 
60 hours, almost 8 full work days each 
year, to prepare their taxes. 

While the bill we debate today is a 
good piece of legislation, it will not do 
enough to reduce this burden, and we 
must do more, working together. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT.) 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
are getting close to election again. The 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
Congress says it is time for simplifying 
the Tax Code. But, Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues know that ‘‘tax simplifica-
tion’’ is just the term the Republicans 
use to start talking about the need for 
a flat tax or a sales tax. Every year at 
this time it comes up. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
had a host of hearings about this same 
issue in the mid-1990s under Chairman 
Archer. At one point during the hear-
ings in 1995, the chairman said he was 
convinced that the Tax Code needed to 
go to a flat tax. He even said he was 
going to introduce legislation to do it. 
But, after all the hearings and all of 
the rhetoric, he never even introduced 
a bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do two things 
with money: We can save it or we can 
spend it. Now, rich people have more to 
save than do poor people. If all that we 
do is impose taxes when people spend 
money, then poor people are going to 
spend the larger share of their pay-
check on taxes than rich people are. I 
mean, anybody knows that. Poor peo-
ple spend every dime of every pay-
check; rich people spend some and then 
they put a whole bunch in the bank or 
in the stock market or in something 
else. A system based on consumption 
taxes hardly is fair at all. 

Legislation has been introduced in 
the past to convert our tax regime to 
one that relies solely on consumption 
taxes. The gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LINDER) has introduced legislation 
to abolish the IRS, abolish it, and force 
the Federal Government to rely on a 
national sales tax, a proposal that the 
majority leader supports. This proposal 
would be a boon to the wealthy elite. 
His proposal would tax all purchases on 
goods and services in our economy, in-
cluding food, health care, home rents, 
and new home purchases. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation 
did an analysis of the Linder proposal. 
The study indicated that in order for 
the bill to be revenue neutral over 10 
years, the estimated national sales tax 
rate would be between 36 and 57 per-
cent. In other words, the price of blood 
transfusions, prescription drugs, and a 

pair of sneakers would increase be-
tween 37 and 57 percent. Does that 
sound fair to my colleagues? 

How do we sell this proposal to sim-
plify tax structure to the baby boomers 
of this country who are about to go 
onto a fixed income? We have this big 
bulge of people who are just about, in 
2008, going to start going onto Social 
Security. You cannot, and that is why 
they call it tax simplification. It 
sounds like a good idea. 

The Health Insurance Association of 
America states that one of the con-
sequences of a flat tax bill is likely to 
be a rapid increase in the number of 
people without private health insur-
ance coverage. One economist esti-
mated that there would be 8 million 
more people without health benefits if 
a flat tax proposal were enacted. 

James Poterba, an economist at MIT, 
estimated that eliminating the current 
tax law benefits for purchasing homes 
could result in a 17 percent decline in 
the value of the U.S. housing market. 

Now, what about the payroll taxes? A 
flat tax proposal may eliminate the de-
duction that employers pay for their 
payroll taxes, amounting to a massive 
tax increase on businesses of all sizes. 

The American public is not naive, 
Mr. Speaker. They know that when it 
is election time and the Republicans 
start talking about tax simplification, 
it really means they want a flat tax. If 
you just give us one more chance, we 
did not simplify it over the last 10 
years that we have been in control. 
Give us another chance and we will get 
our flat tax in. 

Now, when are they going to be hon-
est about these goals for the people? 
When are they going to be honest and 
tell the American people that the Tax 
Code has only become more complex 
since they controlled the Congress and 
its tax-writing committees. They have 
105 more days to run this charade, but 
it is coming. There is going to be a 
change, and not in the Tax Code, but in 
who runs this House. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate my friend from Washing-
ton’s discussion on general tax relief. I 
suppose at the end he would say he sup-
ports this legislation before us because 
it is not a flat tax, it is not a sales tax, 
it is not even a fundamental reform. 
Rather, it is simplification and good, 
common-sense simplification at that, 
this one focused on small businesses. 
The next piece of legislation we will 
take up focuses more on individuals. 

But it is hard to defend the current 
code. Again, my friend from Texas 
talked earlier about the compliance 
costs and referenced Professor Joel 
Slemrod’s reports from the University 
of Michigan. I think the number is 
somewhere between 50 and 100 billion 
now. That is the consensus number; 85 
seems to be the one most people are 
using. Mr. Speaker, $85 billion a year in 
compliance costs, and over 3 billion 
compliance hours. 
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Another interesting statistic is that 

every year now, tax compliance ac-
counts for about 80 percent of the pa-
perwork burden of the Federal Govern-
ment. So we do need to do something. 

Today is not the silver bullet, but it 
is a start. It is going into the current 
code and changing some unfair aspects 
of the code; in the case of section 179, 
helping businesses to be able to not 
just write off their purchases more 
quickly for equipment, but also to be 
able to reduce their compliance costs, 
because they do not have to keep those 
depreciation schedules over time. 

It also takes out some deadwood pro-
visions which come from the Joint 
Committee on Taxation recommenda-
tions, as well as Treasury Department 
recommendations, which say that 
these provisions of the code that have 
not been removed over time, and it 
must be done by statute by the way, 
not only cause confusion and com-
plexity, but actually cause some tax-
payers to make mistakes that then 
cause tremendous cost to the tax sys-
tem over time. 

This legislation also again helps 
some smaller businesses to be able to 
take advantage of cash accounting 
rather than the accrual method, which 
is a complexity. Therefore, this is a 
simplification as well. 

So I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments, and what I would say is what we 
are doing today is, we are taking a 
very responsible step towards sim-
plification. We are not providing again 
for the silver bullet. We need to con-
tinue to work on that, as we will every 
year, and I know as we are going for-
ward in this Congress, should we be 
here on this congressional floor next 
year talking about these issues, hope-
fully we will have a more fundamental 
reform that we can agree on on a bipar-
tisan basis, as we will agree today, I 
believe, on a bipartisan basis, on these 
simplifications. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me a couple more minutes. After 
listening to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN), I always can think of 
things to say. 

The gentleman tells us that this bill, 
that I am probably for it; the gen-
tleman is right. This is nothing. This 
bill does not do anything except do 
what the gentleman told us he was not 
going to do. The gentleman said he was 
going to make the expensing for a 
while and then stop it. Now my Repub-
lican colleagues are making it perma-
nent. It is just one more of those 
things. 

But the real point here is, you say 
this is a start. It is not much. It is a 
start on the way to what? 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. 

I certainly never heard anybody say 
that section 179 expensing was tem-
porary. What we said was that the 
bonus depreciation provision was tem-
porary. Section 179, on our side, we 
have always intended to be permanent 
and we would certainly hope that it 
will be made permanent. 

What we are doing today is, we are 
extending it for 2 more years, in 2006 
and 2007, that is as compared to bonus 
depreciation, which was meant as a 
stimulus, just to correct the gentleman 
on those two depreciation provisions. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, does the gentleman 
realize he just put everybody to sleep, 
who is watching this, with that stuff? 
You guys come out here to pass a bill 
because you cannot get through the 
military construction bill, and this is 
nonsense. 

Every time we have had, since 1994 
we have Archer talk about simplifica-
tion, we had the majority leader, Mr. 
Armey, who campaigned against the 
tax system and said he was going to rip 
it out by the roots and have a flat tax. 
I mean, we have been hearing this 
stuff, and today we have this little 
bitty thing, and it does not do any 
harm, really; it does not do any good, 
really. 

I mean, surely everybody would like 
to have their taxes cut, whoever they 
are, but the real issue is the working 
people of this country. They are paying 
payroll taxes, and nobody is talking 
about them. Nobody is talking about 
the fact that we took the tax structure 
and gave the bulk of the benefits to 
people above $1 million, or above 
$100,000, for that matter. Nobody is 
talking about that. Why do my Repub-
lican colleagues not talk about what 
you are doing for people on the bot-
tom? 

In India they ran a campaign and 
they said that ‘‘India is shining.’’ That 
was the theme of the campaign in 
India. And the Congress Party ran one 
with a symbol that said, ‘‘The hand of 
Congress is with the common man.’’ 
And, lo and behold, in spite of an 8.2 
percent growth rate in India, they 
threw out the ‘‘India is shining’’ be-
cause it was not shining on the people 
at the bottom. 

And you people have got to under-
stand that. You can keep doing this 
kind of stuff and telling people, we are 
going to simplify, we are going to sim-
plify. They do not believe you. They do 
not believe you. They have watched 
what you did for 10 years. So you can 
say it as many times as you want, but 
they have to figure out their taxes, and 
they know that it is not simplification. 

So I know it is election time, and I 
appreciate that you have control of the 
Committee on Rules and can bring this 
kind of stuff out, but it is not making 
it any better for the common man in 
this country. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 

just to respond to my friend from 
Washington. 

For him to say, this does not matter 
and does not help anybody, I hope he 
will talk to the small business people 
in the State of Washington as well as 
in the State of Ohio that I represent. 
This does help them. 

I was with one of those small busi-
ness people today talking about section 
179 expensing and the importance of 
being able to plan. And he was abso-
lutely delighted that this Congress is 
going to pass, once again, legislation to 
be sure that he can plan for being able 
to immediately write off not $25,000 a 
year, but $100,000 a year of new pur-
chases in equipment. This is extremely 
important. 

If the gentleman chooses to vote 
‘‘no,’’ that is his right, but for him to 
say it does not affect anybody, I think 
is inaccurate. That is not to mention 
the other provisions the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) talked about, 
which are also important to small busi-
nesses. 

To say that this is a bill that does 
not matter and that it is just some-
thing that we do around election time, 
I think, is not consistent with the fact 
that in 2003, this same legislation was 
passed by this Congress. We could not 
do it for as long a period of time as we 
wanted to, frankly, because of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
who did not believe that this legisla-
tion should be made permanent. 

We would like to make it permanent. 
It is extremely important to our small 
business community. It is extremely 
important to the risk-takers, to the en-
trepreneurs, who, after all, are creating 
most of the jobs out there right now. 
And I would hope that on a bipartisan 
basis we could at least agree to these 
simplifications. 

We can have the debate later as to 
whether the gentleman would like to 
defend the current code and continue 
to have, again, 3 billion hours a year in 
compliance costs, $85 billion a year in 
expenses related to compliance; or 
whether we do want to look at more 
fundamental reforms. That would be 
more controversial and they will need, 
again, the same kind of bipartisan 
work that has gone into this legisla-
tion here. 

But at a minimum, let us at least go 
into the current code and make some 
responsible changes to make it simpler 
for small businesses, which is this leg-
islation before us. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

It is interesting, to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio, in the last 31⁄2 
years, while they have been in control, 
they have had 326 changes to the Tax 
Code, adding 10,000 pages to the Tax 
Code. So in his effort today at sim-
plification, let us have a rendezvous 
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with the record: 10,000 new pages to the 
Tax Code and addendums. 

b 1515 

That has been your record; and if you 
are in the business of being a tax law-
yer, a tax accountant, there is a treas-
ure chest out here in George Bush and 
the Republican majority’s Tax Code. 
For middle-class families, it has be-
come more complicated, burdensome, 
and unfair; and the complexity of this 
Tax Code directly relates to the inequi-
ties in this Tax Code. And that is what 
has happened to our middle-class fami-
lies as we have shifted more and more 
of the tax burden onto work and people 
who work for a living rather than peo-
ple who open up dividend checks for a 
living. 

Let us see what has happened in the 
last couple of years to typical families. 
It now takes since 1994, since you have 
been in the majority, 71⁄2 hours longer 
to fill out the tax form. Thanks for the 
contribution to simplification. 

The child tax credits now on the code 
have five different breaks for families 
and children, each with a different defi-
nition. Now, I have three kids, and I 
will tell them there is only one defini-
tion for a child. We do not need five 
definitions for what a child is, but 
their Tax Code has done wonders in 
complicating the code. 

Education tax credits, with a child in 
college, parents have to choose be-
tween two nonrefundable tax credits, 
the Hope or the Lifetime Learning, all 
the while in complicated forms that 
are long and duplicative. But guess 
what? If you are a corporation and you 
are filling out the Export-Import Bank 
loan, a page and a half. A kid filling 
out the FAFSA form trying to get a 
Pell grant, 108 questions. Now, what 
makes a corporation more important 
to America’s future than that child? 
That corporation on average gets $200 
million. That child gets $2,500. That 
child is as important to America’s fu-
ture, and it should be easier to get a 
college loan than it is to get an Export- 
Import loan agreement. 

Increased tax preparation costs: as 
middle-class families struggle with the 
wage and benefit recession, costs for 
gasoline and food are going up. The 
last thing they need to deal with is tax 
preparation costs. Since 1995, 15 more 
million Americans have needed to hire 
a professional tax preparer to deal with 
the Tax Code and its increased com-
plexity. The average cost is between 
$100 and $150. It can be a full day’s pay 
for millions of Americans. If someone 
is an attorney or an accountant in the 
tax business, the Bush Tax Code is like 
Christmas every year. The abusive tax 
shelters used by corporations and the 
wealthy have increased exponentially 
in the last few years as the burden on 
middle-class families have grown in-
creasingly. 

The tax gap that is underreported by 
corporations and wealthy individuals is 
nearly $311 billion. Underreporting ac-
counted for $249 billion. And that is the 

majority’s refusal to work on this and 
crack down on this. Even their Treas-
ury Department has asked for new en-
hancements in the laws. 

Tax shelters have a corrosive effect, 
stacking the deck against ordinary 
taxpayers. While the special interests 
win shelters, loopholes, middle-class 
families have to play by the rules and 
are buried under a crushing burden by 
the IRS. The public’s distaste for the 
current Tax Code is a direct result of 
the inequity. 

And now they want towards election 
time this holy picture by passing this 
legislation. I will vote for it. It is their 
first step after adding 10,000 pages to 
the code and 326 changes to trying to 
do something for simplification. 

I have offered my own piece of legis-
lation to simplify family credit that 
condenses the child tax credit, the 
earned income tax credit and the de-
pendent care into a single credit. It 
takes 200 pages down to 12 questions. It 
puts the Tax Code on behalf of work, 
on behalf of middle-class families try-
ing to raise their children, and gives 
the same energy to those families that 
you have given to the wealthy and spe-
cial interest in this country; and that 
is where we should put the Tax Code on 
behalf of the working families of our 
country. 

Tax reform is more than a fiscal 
issue. It is also about our priorities. 
Our tax system should respect the val-
ues and the interests of the middle- 
class families. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would remind my colleague from Il-
linois that some of the very issues that 
he raises are currently under consider-
ation by the Congress, including the 
definition of a child. As he may know, 
I have introduced legislation to con-
solidate those definitions into one defi-
nition that is currently in the child tax 
credit conference between the House 
and the Senate. I fully expect he will 
have the opportunity to vote on that 
legislation in this Republican-con-
trolled Chamber, if not this week, then 
in September; and that will be a major 
simplification. 

I would also remind the gentleman 
that this complication of the Tax Code, 
which I agree with him on, is not just 
the province of one administration. I 
can remember when he was in the Clin-
ton administration working on the 
Hope credit, working on the Lifetime 
Learning credit, working on many 
other ways to use the Tax Code to 
achieve social purposes which further 
complicated the code dramatically; and 
I would remind him that one of the pil-
lars of the Bush administration tax re-
lief was not just lowering rates for ev-
erybody, which is a simplification, not 
just lowering rates on capital gains 
which is a simplification, lowering 
rates on dividend which is a simplifica-
tion, but also extending this 10 percent 
tax bracket. 

That has focused exactly on the tax-
payers that my colleagues are talking 

about. Lower-income taxpayers they 
say have got no benefit. Their benefit 
is total simplification, because 3 or 4 
million Americans who are lower-in-
come Americans now are no longer on 
the tax roles at all. They do not have 
to look over their shoulder at the IRS 
because they are off the Federal tax 
rolls. They pay no income tax at all, 
and that is simplification that George 
Bush put through this House and that 
most of us voted for on this side of the 
aisle. 

With regard to EITC, I would remind 
my friend that we have actually, in the 
2001 bill, streamlined the EITC, not as 
much as I would like, as we know, be-
cause we have talked about that; but 
their income tax credit has actually in 
this administration under this Con-
gress been simplified. 

So just to put a little bit of clarity 
around it and some perspective, today 
we are talking about section 179. We 
are talking about the expensing, the 
need to simplify that. I would remind 
him that the bonus depreciation provi-
sion that his colleague from Wash-
ington talked about as being tem-
porary, that was also a simplification 
and simplification not just for small 
businesses but for all businesses. 

So we have done our part in terms of 
making the code more complicated, 
both parties over the years; but if he 
looks back at the record over this Con-
gress and over this administration, 
there are a number of items which have 
been very positive in terms of sim-
plification, the most important of 
which is to take people off the rolls al-
together, not having to worry about in-
come taxes and the legislation before 
us today, again, bringing us back to 
where we are, taking us from the ab-
stract to the practical. 

We have an opportunity on a bipar-
tisan basis to make some sensible 
changes to our Tax Code, to make it 
simpler for small businesses to comply 
with taxes. These are the risks takers. 
These are the people we want to help, 
and I commend my colleague from Illi-
nois for bringing this legislation to the 
floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I do 
want to acknowledge one thing. The 
gentleman is right. We use the Tax 
Code to let middle-class families afford 
college education and lifetime learning 
so they can go back to community col-
leges, and the gentleman has used the 
Tax Code to ensure that people who 
want to buy Hummers get a tax deduc-
tion. The gentleman has used the Tax 
Code to ensure that a corporate execu-
tive gets only $300 for using a plane; 
and, yet, his corporation writes $30,000 
off for using a corporate jet. Which is 
it, $30,000 that the taxpayers have to 
pick up, or $300 that the CEO gets to 
deduct from their taxes? 

The gentleman is right. We have had 
our differences in how we have used the 
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Tax Code, one for higher education and 
access to college education, and an-
other for corporate executives who 
want to discount their corporate jet 
use. So when it comes to complexity, I 
am glad that the gentleman is still 
working on simplification; but since 
1995, they have been in control, and 
they have had many opportunities to 
reduce and simplify the code; and they 
have made it more complicated, more 
difficult for middle-class families, 
while they have alleviated the burden 
for the wealthy and the special inter-
ests in this town. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I consume. 

In 1996, then-Speaker Newt Gingrich 
stated the Tax Code over the years has 
become increasingly politicized and is 
seen less as a simple tool for raising 
revenues than as an instrument for so-
cial and economic engineering, expo-
nentially increasing the complexity of 
the code. 

The current system is indefensible. 
Clearly, the small business community 
in America has been subject to more 
tax law complexity year after year. For 
example, the Small Business Job Pro-
tection Act of 1996 makes 657 Tax Code 
changes which expanded the Tax Code 
by more than 50 pages. The Jobs and 
Growth Tax Relief Act of 2003 made 51 
Tax Code changes and expanded the 
Tax Code by 12 pages. The IRS esti-
mates that the average taxpayer with 
self-employed status has the greatest 
compliance burden in terms of prepara-
tion, 59 hours. And this is about 10 
hours longer than in 1994. 

Even the House-passed version of the 
FSC/ETI bill from this year has 109 tax 
changes. This will encompass at least 
200 additional Tax Code lines and at 
least 50 new pages of statutory lan-
guage and footnotes. 

Mr. Speaker, America’s small busi-
nesses are the engine powering the 
largest, most robust and most innova-
tive economy in the world. They de-
serve a more meaningful effort by this 
Congress to ensure that valuable time 
and resources are better invested in the 
success of their business and not wast-
ed in preparation of returns and to 
make sure that our business people, en-
trepreneurs, are not raked over the 
coals by a Tax Code that requires a 
lawyer, a CPA and a computer pro-
grammer to understand it. We can and 
must do better by our small business 
men and women and individuals in this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I am proud to 
support and cosponsor this fabulous 
piece of legislation. I urge my col-
leagues to join with me in casting a 
vote for small business owners and 
their employees across this Nation. At 
the same time, however, I am hopeful 
that this legislation is the beginning of 
meaningful reform and not the end of 
the line. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
this has been a helpful debate to talk 

about the need for simplification. I am 
glad to see some of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle are agreeing 
with us with regard to this underlying 
legislation with regard to small busi-
nesses but also with the need to sim-
plify our code. We have taken steps to 
simplify, and we need to continue to do 
that. 

It is on the heels of major tax relief 
in 2001, 2002, and 2003 this administra-
tion inherited a failing economy, mov-
ing into recession. Then the tragedy of 
9/11, the shock of the corporate scan-
dals, the stock market boom busting, a 
lot of challenges to our economy. And 
our first focus was economic recovery; 
and, therefore, the stimulus and the 
economic recovery tax legislation pro-
vided needed tax relief to small busi-
nesses, to families, and to individuals 
around this country. 

Now we are focused on that, as well 
as simplification; and it is very impor-
tant given the fact that we do have an 
increasingly complex Tax Code and 
that the burden of compliance with 
that code is greater and greater, that 
we on a bipartisan basis focus on this 
compliance cost and, therefore, on sim-
plifying the code. 

Before us today we have a great piece 
of legislation. It is not the silver bul-
let, does not do it all; but it helps and 
it tells small businesses that if they 
want to go out there and buy new 
equipment to be able to expand their 
plant, to hire new people, to keep this 
economy moving, we are adding jobs, 
we have economic growth that is the 
best we have had in 20 years in this 
country, that we will enable them to 
write off $100,000 worth of new pur-
chases rather than $25,000 worth of new 
purchases. 

We are telling them that businesses 
that are a little bit smaller than the 
very smallest businesses would be able 
to take advantage of this as well by 
being sure that the definition of what 
businesses can qualify is expanded. 

Now, this is good legislation. We are 
also telling small businesses they can 
use the cash accounting method, which 
saves them money, which saves them 
complexity in not having to hire ac-
countants and additional professionals, 
rather than going to the accrual meth-
od. So we are saying we are going to 
index that to inflation to help small 
businesses. And, finally, we are saying 
that our Tax Code has too many provi-
sions that are no longer relevant, dead-
wood provisions that cause complexity 
and confusion. We are going to get rid 
of those provisions in the code, particu-
larly as they affect small businesses. 

So, again, I commend my colleague 
from Illinois for bringing this legisla-
tion before us today. This is the first 
step in a long march towards simpli-
fying our Tax Code, and I would hope 
that we will have support across the 
board on a bipartisan basis for this leg-
islation. 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of H.R. 4840 
which encourages investment and simplifies 

bookkeeping and tax reporting requirements 
for small business owners. This legislation will 
not only allow small businesses to continue to 
expense $100,000 instead of dropping back 
down to $25,000, but will also allow more 
small businesses to be eligible. 

We should be encouraging small busi-
nesses to buy technology, machinery, and 
other equipment so they can expand their 
businesses and in turn create more jobs. H.R. 
4840 removes some of the redtape that in-
creases the cost of doing business. 

Mr. Speaker, it is the private sector, the 
small businesses throughout the Nation that 
create jobs, wealth and innovation. In fact, 
small businesses are responsible for creating 
two out of every three net new jobs. 

Low taxes and sensible regulations are es-
sential to helping the 25 million small busi-
nesses in America; that’s why I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of H.R. 4840. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4840. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

TAX SIMPLIFICATION FOR 
AMERICANS ACT OF 2004 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4841) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to simplify certain 
tax rules for individuals, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4841 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tax Sim-
plification for Americans Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD FILING STATUS 

CHANGED TO SINGLE HEAD OF 
HOUSEHOLD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 are each 
amended by striking ‘‘head of a household’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘single 
head of household’’: 

(1) Subsection (b) of section 1. 
(2) Paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 2(b). 
(3) The table in section 25B(b). 
(4) Clause (iii) of section 151(c)(6)(B). 
(5) Clauses (ii) and (iii) of section 

151(d)(3)(C). 
(6) Subparagraph (A) of section 6012(a)(1). 
(b) OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 63(c)(2) of 

such Code is amended by striking ‘‘head of 
household’’ and inserting ‘‘single head of 
household’’. 

(2) Section 1 of such Code is amended— 
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(A) in the heading for subsection (b) by in-

serting ‘‘SINGLE’’ before ‘‘HEADS’’ , 
(B) in subsection (c) by inserting ‘‘single’’ 

before ‘‘head’’, and 
(C) in the heading of subsection (c) by in-

serting ‘‘SINGLE’’ before ‘‘HEADS’’. 
(3) The heading for section 2(b) of such 

Code is amended to read as follows: ‘‘DEFINI-
TION OF SINGLE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2004. 
SEC. 3. EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 1040EZ AND 

1040A. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to miscella-
neous provisions) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 7529. DOLLAR THRESHOLD FOR THE USE 

OF FORMS 1040EZ AND 1040A. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An individual shall not 

be ineligible to use Form 1040EZ and Form 
1040A for filing individual income tax returns 
on the basis of— 

‘‘(1) the amount of the taxpayer’s taxable 
interest income, or 

‘‘(2) the amount of the taxpayer’s taxable 
income, 
so long as the taxpayer’s taxable income 
does not exceed $100,000. 

‘‘(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case 
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar 
year after 2004, the $100,000 dollar amount in 
subsection (a) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to— 

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar 
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2003’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 
If any amount as adjusted under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $10,000, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $10,000.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 77 of such Code is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

‘‘Sec. 7529. Dollar threshold for the use of 
forms 1040EZ and 1040A.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 
SEC. 4. SIMPLIFICATION THROUGH ELIMINATION 

OF INOPERATIVE PROVISIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ADJUSTMENTS IN TAX TABLES SO THAT IN-

FLATION WILL NOT RESULT IN TAX INCREASES.— 
Paragraph (7) of section 1(f) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(7) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN BRACKETS.— 
In prescribing tables under paragraph (1) 
which apply to taxable years beginning in a 
calendar year after 1994, the cost-of-living 
adjustment used in making adjustments to 
the dollar amounts at which the 36 percent 
rate bracket begins or at which the 39.6 per-
cent rate bracket begins shall be determined 
under paragraph (3) by substituting ‘1993’ for 
‘1992’.’’. 

(2) EARNED INCOME CREDIT.—Paragraph (1) 
of section 32(b) of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C), 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘(A) IN 
GENERAL.—In the case of taxable years begin-
ning after 1995’’ and moving the table 2 ems 
to the left. 

(3) ANNUITIES; CERTAIN PROCEEDS OF ENDOW-
MENT AND LIFE INSURANCE CONTRACTS.—Sec-
tion 72 of such Code is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c)(4) by striking ‘‘; ex-
cept that if such date was before January 1, 
1954, then the annuity starting date is Janu-
ary 1, 1954’’, and 

(B) in subsection (g)(3) by striking ‘‘Janu-
ary 1, 1954, or’’ and ‘‘, whichever is later’’. 

(4) ACCIDENT AND HEALTH PLANS.—Section 
105(f) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘or (d)’’. 

(5) FLEXIBLE SPENDING ARRANGEMENTS.— 
Section 106(c)(1) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘Effective on and after January 1, 
1997, gross’’ and inserting ‘‘Gross’’. 

(6) CERTAIN COMBAT ZONE COMPENSATION OF 
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES.—Subsection 
(c) of section 112 of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(after June 24, 1950)’’ in 
paragraph (2), and 

(B) striking ‘‘such zone;’’ and all that fol-
lows in paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘such 
zone.’’. 

(7) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—Section 121(b)(3) 
of such Code is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (B), and 
(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘(A) IN 

GENERAL.—’’ and moving the text 2 ems to 
the left. 

(8) CERTAIN REDUCED UNIFORMED SERVICES 
RETIREMENT PAY.—Section 122(b)(1) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘after Decem-
ber 31, 1965,’’. 

(9) MORTGAGE REVENUE BONDS FOR RESI-
DENCES IN FEDERAL DISASTER AREAS.—Section 
143(k) of such Code is amended by striking 
paragraph (11). 

(10) STATE LEGISLATORS’ TRAVEL EXPENSES 
AWAY FROM HOME.—Paragraph (4) of section 
162(h) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘For taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1980, this’’ and inserting ‘‘This’’. 

(11) HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF SELF-EM-
PLOYED INDIVIDUALS.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 162(l) of such Code is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case 
of an individual who is an employee within 
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall 
be allowed as a deduction under this section 
an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for 
the taxpayer and the taxpayer’s spouse and 
dependents.’’. 

(12) INTEREST.— 
(A) Section 163 of such Code is amended— 
(i) by striking paragraph (6) of subsection 

(d), and 
(ii) by striking paragraph (5) of subsection 

(h). 
(B) Section 56(b)(1)(C) of such Code is 

amended by striking clause (ii) and by redes-
ignating clauses (iii), (iv), and (v) as clauses 
(ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively. 

(13) AMOUNTS RECEIVED BY SURVIVING ANNU-
ITANT UNDER JOINT AND SURVIVOR ANNUITY 
CONTRACT.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
691(d)(1) of such Code is amended by striking 
‘‘after December 31, 1953, and’’. 

(14) INCOME TAXES OF MEMBERS OF ARMED 
FORCES ON DEATH.—Section 692(a)(1) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘after June 24, 
1950’’. 

(15) TAX ON NONRESIDENT ALIEN INDIVID-
UALS.—Subparagraph (B) of section 871(a)(1) 
of such Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) gains described in subsection (b) or (c) 
of section 631,’’. 

(16) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY IN-
SURANCE.—Subsection (a) of section 1401 of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘the fol-
lowing percent’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘12.4 percent of the amount of the 
self-employment income for such taxable 
year.’’. 

(17) HOSPITAL INSURANCE.—Subsection (b) 
of section 1401 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘the following percent’’ and all that 
follows and inserting ‘‘2.9 percent of the 
amount of the self-employment income for 
such taxable year.’’. 

(18) MINISTERS, MEMBERS OF RELIGIOUS OR-
DERS, AND CHRISTIAN SCIENCE PRACTI-

TIONERS.—Paragraph (3) of section 1402(e) of 
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘which-
ever of the following dates is later: (A)’’ and 
by striking ‘‘; or (B)’’ and all that follows 
and inserting a period. 

(19) WITHHOLDING OF TAX ON NONRESIDENT 
ALIENS.—The first sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 1441 of such Code and the first sen-
tence of paragraph (5) of section 1441(c) of 
such Code are each amended by striking 
‘‘gains subject to tax’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘October 4, 1966’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
gains subject to tax under section 
871(a)(1)(D)’’. 

(20) RETIREMENT.—Section 7447(i)(3)(B)(ii) 
of such Code is amended by striking ‘‘at 4 
percent per annum to December 31, 1947, and 
at 3 percent per annum thereafter’’, and in-
serting ‘‘at 3 percent per annum’’. 

(21) ANNUITIES TO SURVIVING SPOUSES AND 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN OF JUDGES.— 

(A) Paragraph (2) of section 7448(a) of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘or under sec-
tion 1106 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1939’’ and by striking ‘‘or pursuant to section 
1106(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939’’. 

(B) Subsection (g) of section 7448 of such 
Code is amended by striking ‘‘or other than 
pursuant to section 1106 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1939’’. 

(C) Subsections (g), (j)(1), and (j)(2) of sec-
tion 7448 of such Code are each amended by 
striking ‘‘at 4 percent per annum to Decem-
ber 31, 1947, and at 3 percent per annum 
thereafter’’ and inserting ‘‘at 3 percent per 
annum’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise 

provided in paragraph (2), the amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SAVINGS PROVISION.—If— 
(A) any provision amended or repealed by 

subsection (a) applied to— 
(i) any transaction occurring before the 

date of the enactment of this Act, 
(ii) any property acquired before such date 

of enactment, or 
(iii) any item of income, loss, deduction, or 

credit taken into account before such date of 
enactment, and 

(B) the treatment of such transaction, 
property, or item under such provision would 
(without regard to the amendments made by 
subsection (a)) affect the liability for tax for 
periods ending after such date of enactment, 

nothing in the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall be construed to affect the 
treatment of such transaction, property, or 
item for purposes of determining liability for 
tax for periods ending after such date of en-
actment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the legislation. This is introduced by 
my friend and our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BURNS). This 
legislation clears up a number of issues 
that affect the Tax Code and its com-
plexity as it relates to individuals as 
compared to small businesses. So it is 
a natural companion piece of legisla-
tion to the legislation that we had be-
fore us a moment ago on this floor. 

Studies have shown that individual 
taxpayers now spend over 3 billion 
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hours per year complying with our Tax 
Code, filling out tax returns, keeping 
records and so on, and that cost of 
compliance, as we talked about in the 
earlier debate, is now exceeding $85 bil-
lion a year. 

b 1530 

This bill is not the sales tax bill. It is 
not the flat tax bill. It is not the pan-
acea. It is not the silver bullet, but it 
is an important and very valuable con-
tribution to the effort of simplifying 
the Tax Code for individuals. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BURNS). 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) for yielding me time. I 
thank the committee for allowing me 
to bring this legislation to the floor 
today. 

This is common-sense legislation. It 
does something positive for America’s 
working families. H.R. 4841, the Tax 
Simplification for Americans Act will 
clear up a number of confusing issues 
that ordinary people, people like you 
and people like me, struggle with as 
they prepare their tax forms and begin 
to pay their taxes. 

H.R. 4841 does several things for the 
taxpayer. It widens access to the time- 
saving forms of 1040A and 1040EZ. It 
clarifies confusing issues in the Tax 
Code, and it eliminates a number of 
outdated and unnecessary provisions. 

My bill will benefit working families. 
It will save them both time and money. 

Mr. Speaker, the Joint Committee on 
Taxation concluded that this bill will 
have only negligible effects on reve-
nues. H.R. 4841 permits more taxpayers 
the opportunity to use the simpler 
1040A and 1040EZ for their filing. Tax-
payers with up to $100,000 of taxable in-
come will be able to use these time- 
saving forms. The previous cap, Mr. 
Speaker, was $50,000 set in 1982, 2 dec-
ades ago, over 2 decades ago with no 
adjustments for inflation. 

Over time the old Tax Code has 
forced nearly 2 million taxpayers, 2 
million taxpayers out of being able to 
use this simplified, time-saving short 
form. The new limit that this bill pro-
vides is for $100,000 and will be indexed 
for inflation so this body will not have 
to again address the issue of a 1040EZ 
or a 1040A. We are going to allow more 
taxpayers to use these time-saving 
forms. 

Another provision of the bill will 
allow the taxpayer who has interest in-
come of more than $1,500 to also use 
the 1040EZ subject to certain IRS re-
quirements to report the services on 
those interest incomes. 

The IRS has concluded that it takes 
28 hours of taxpayer time to prepare a 
1040, 28 hours, as compared to 4 hours 
for a 1040EZ. So the challenge we face 
is, let us simplify the Tax Code; let us 
allow more Americans to use the 1040A 
and the 1040EZ. The changes will allow 
over 1.6 million taxpayers to file these 
simple forms. 

The other thing this bill does is it 
provides for elimination of some dead-
wood provisions, those provisions that 
are needlessly complicating our Tax 
Code, and they are obscuring the true 
meaning of the tax laws. So we need to 
take the opportunity, while we are in-
creasing the limit on the use of the 
1040EZ, to eliminate some of these 
deadwood provisions. 

The tax burdens on Americans is 
great, and it is as much about how we 
pay taxes as the amount of taxes we 
pay. This bill makes it a little easier 
and a little simpler for Americans to 
pay their taxes. It is common-sense 
legislation. It restores reason to the 
taxable income limits for 1040A and the 
1040EZ use. It clarifies confusion in the 
Tax Code, and it removes deadwood. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot imagine any-
one opposing common-sense tax sim-
plification, and I want to urge all of 
my colleagues to support this bill 
today. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, again I want to restate 
my commitment to reform our Tax 
Code in ways that meaningfully benefit 
America’s working families. While I 
support this bill, I am afraid that we 
missed an opportunity. H.R. 4841 offers 
little meaningful benefit. It is, as we 
say in Texas, all sizzle and no steak. 

In effect, the bill before the House 
does three things, only one of which 
provides any real benefit to the Amer-
ican taxpayer; and even that particular 
change does not require any legislative 
action by this body. The IRS could ac-
complish that same result by regula-
tion. 

First, under the current law there is 
special filing status for heads of house-
holds. The bill before us does not 
change the criteria for qualifying for 
that filing status, but simply inserts 
the term ‘‘single’’ before ‘‘head of 
household.’’ 

This decision or provision does not 
change or simplify anything. Indeed, it 
may create some confusion because 
some individuals who are legally mar-
ried under State law, but otherwise 
considered unmarried qualify for head- 
of-household status. For example, a 
spouse living apart with children can 
qualify for head-of-household status 
even though that spouse is married. 

Second, the bill would make the form 
1040EZ and form 1040A short forms 
available for individuals with incomes 
up to $100,000; currently, the limit is 
$50,000. Also, the bill allows the filer to 
have more than $1,500 in interest in-
come. There is no question but that 
this change is useful, particularly as 
individual incomes rise in concert with 
inflation. Nevertheless, this change 
does not require an act of Congress. 
The IRS is fully empowered to make 
tax form revisions without additional 
legislation. 

Finally, the bill purports to repeal 
some deadwood language on the Tax 
Code on the grounds that the language 
has no legal effect. However, the ma-

jority apparently is uncertain that all 
of the provisions no longer have effect. 
Therefore, the bill includes a savings 
clause. The savings clause in effect re-
enacts the repeal provisions if it turns 
out that anyone would benefit from the 
provisions in the future. Once again, it 
is all sizzle and no steak. 

Mr. Speaker, we need real reform. We 
need real simplification. The bill may 
be entitled and named ‘‘The Tax Sim-
plification for Americans Act of 2004,’’ 
but adding one modifier to the head of 
household’s filing status provision has 
no effect and may, in fact, be contrary 
to the stated purpose and introduce 
confusion rather than clarity. More-
over, changing legislatively what can 
be accomplished through agency action 
does not serve meaningfully to sim-
plify an onerously complex Tax Code. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 
the House today is simplification in 
name only. We can and must do better 
in this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate my col-
league from Texas indicating that he is 
not supportive of these simplifications. 
But I would say that if we use the argu-
ment that we do not need to legislate 
because it can be done administra-
tively, then we will have a lot of prob-
lems in our tax administration system 
because all that the IRS has the power 
to do, a lot of the things that we have 
done in this Chamber, including many 
of the reforms we did in 1996 when we 
totally restructured the IRS, we would 
be waiting forever sometimes. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
HOUGHTON) is retiring from this Con-
gress. We want to get this done before 
he leaves. The IRS has had since 1982 to 
make these changes on the 1040EZ and 
the 1040A, and they have certainly had 
over the last decade as it has been in-
creasingly evident that they have not 
adjusted the level for inflation, and we 
want taxpayers to be able to use this 
simpler form if they can. 

So the argument that they can do it 
administratively at the IRS and, there-
fore, we should not touch it seems to 
me to be an unusual one when there is, 
as in this case, such an urgent need to 
make the change. 

So I do think the legislation before 
us is important. I also think that the 6 
million Americans, estimated by the 
IRS by the way, who make a mistake 
on their filing status because they 
think that ‘‘head of household’’ is folks 
who are exclusively married, ‘‘head of 
household’’ is the change that we make 
in this legislation, to say that that is 
not a change that is meaningful, I 
think is inaccurate because those 6 
million people by indicating the wrong 
filing status get in trouble with the 
IRS. 

Some of them get audited because of 
that. That causes enormous problems 
for those taxpayers, particularly low- 
income taxpayers who do not have the 
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professional help to be able to deal 
with these audits. It also causes tre-
mendous downstream costs to the IRS 
as they try to untangle the mess that 
sometimes occurs when somebody 
chooses the wrong filing status. 

So I think this legislation is impor-
tant. I think it is good legislation. 
Again, it is not everything. It is not 
meant to be everything. But I do not 
think it should be legislation that is 
not supported by the other side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HOUGHTON), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Over-
sight. He has devoted himself to sim-
plification. It is his legislation in 
terms of international tax simplifica-
tion that has really been at the fore-
front on a bipartisan basis over the last 
several years. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I par-
ticularly want to thank the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BURNS) for this leg-
islation. I really think it is important. 

We can argue whether it is enough or 
not. Simplification is an ongoing proc-
ess. It is never over; it just goes on and 
on and on. And this is not perfect, but 
it is one element that I think is impor-
tant and we ought to pass it. 

This bill contains an exception to the 
rule of tax simplification not being 
simple. It is one simple change that 
would benefit 19 million individual tax-
payers. So let me try to explain. 

Over a million taxpayers call the 
IRS’s toll free help line each year with 
questions about the filing status of de-
pendents. One of the first questions 
they ask is, Does ‘‘head of household’’ 
mean what it means? What is the filing 
status and do I qualify? So certainly if 
you are married, the answer is no. But 
it is no wonder taxpayers are confused 
because if you are married, generally 
the filing is of a joint return. 

So here is an example of a phrase 
commonly misunderstood, meaning 
head of one’s household. And that has 
been appropriate for years in the Tax 
Code. And it would be fine if the pop-
ular meaning of the phrase it was at-
tached to had the same meaning, but 
sadly, they are different. 

In fact, taxpayers are so likely to be 
confused, as the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN) said, 6 million choose 
this filing status in error each year. 

Now, I do not want to get into a word 
game, but changing the name ‘‘head of 
household’’ to ‘‘single head of house-
hold’’ is going to provide some clari-
fication. The change will alert filers 
that the favorable rate structure is for 
single taxpayers or those considered 
single under the special rules for mar-
ried taxpayers who are separated. 

It will also make clear to single and 
long-term separated taxpayers that 
they might qualify if they maintain a 
home for a dependent child or a retired 
parent. 

I am pleased to say that this builds 
on legislation that I introduced in 
April to rename the Head of Household 

filing status, the Filing Status Sim-
plification Act. 

This proposal is strongly supported 
by the National Taxpayer Advocate 
who writes that the proposal inserting 
the word ‘‘single’’ before the ‘‘head of 
household’’ is going to clarify the law 
for many married taxpayers who do not 
really understand this term. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
common-sense change that will help 
millions of taxpayers each year. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL). 

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I think everybody in this in-
stitution knows the high personal re-
gard in which we hold the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON), and 
we certainly regret that he is moving 
on to other things. 

That applause there was singular. 
Mr. Speaker, there is another issue 

that draws us to this floor today, and I 
have heard the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN) is a good enough guy. 
He said a couple of times today, he 
said, Well, this is not a silver bullet. 

Well, when I was a kid, if my father 
was witnessing something that he 
thought was particularly outrageous or 
he was looking at some sort of a ques-
tion that he thought lacked proper def-
inition, he would say, Well, at least 
Jesse James had the honor to wear a 
mask. And when I hear these folks on 
the other side come to the floor today 
and talk about simplification, it is out-
rageous. 

Let me remind Members of this body 
that in 1994 the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means said em-
phatically he was going to ‘‘pull the 
Tax Code up by its roots.’’ Then, of 
course, the charade was perpetrated on 
the rest of the committee when others 
said, Well, not to be outdone, we are 
going to drive a stake through the 
heart of the Tax Code. And then an-
other one said, Well, we are going to 
have a long funeral procession for the 
Tax Code. 

Well, to those of you who filled out 
your own tax forms in the last round, 
that Tax Code is more complicated 
than ever. There has been no effort to 
simplify that Tax Code, but we know 
there is an election that is going to 
take place 15 weeks from yesterday, so 
we are going to be on the side of tax 
simplification. 

I would submit to you today that this 
is the easiest thing in this body that 
could be done with Democrats and Re-
publicans to simplify the Tax Code. 
But the rhetoric does not fit public pol-
icy, because we have got to get people 
psyched up and convince them in this 
short span that we are going to sim-
plify the Tax Code. We will be back 
next year, and we will not simplify the 
Tax Code because once again it is in-
consistent with the rhetoric, as op-
posed to the policy that is necessary. 

b 1545 
Let me talk today about something 

we could do to really simplify the Tax 
Code. 

While I am disappointed with the 
context of the bill, simply because I 
think it could have been expanded in 
an effort to achieve simplification, we 
examine the four provisions that are 
put to us today. So we are going to 
clarify how to classify people who were 
born on January 1. 

Then the second section is going to 
replace the phrase ‘‘head of household’’ 
with a phrase that says ‘‘single head of 
household’’ throughout the Tax Code. 

The third provision is going to in-
struct the IRS to make the EZ avail-
able to more people; but my colleagues 
know what, the IRS already has the au-
thority to do that. That could be done 
short of what we are undertaking at 
this moment. 

The final provision deletes some 
parts of the Tax Code that no longer 
has any legal effect. My goodness, I can 
feel the heartland of America today, 
boy, the satisfaction they must feel 
that we are taking up this major piece 
of legislation that, in the end, really 
does very little for them. 

It is easy to talk about tax sim-
plification, and we all know it is very 
difficult to accomplish; but for the last 
three Congresses, I have offered a tax 
simplification bill that would include a 
paid-for repeal of alternative minimum 
tax. If this body is serious about mak-
ing it easier for Americans to file their 
taxes, there is no better place to start. 

The alternative minimum tax was de-
signed to prevent the very wealthiest 
Americans from overusing certain tax 
benefits to avoid most of their tax bur-
den. Today, we all know it does not ac-
complish that goal any longer. Today, 
it ensnares millions of ordinary mid-
dle-class taxpayers, and I spoke to the 
American Manufacturing Association 
last night, and they were enraged by 
what has happened, and by the way, 
they generally support the other party. 

By the end of this decade, the AMT 
will apply to over 30 million taxpayers, 
including more than three-quarters of 
taxpayers with incomes between $75,000 
and $100,000. In fact, unless we change 
the tax laws, in 2005, married couples 
with four children will be subject to 
the alternative minimum tax as soon 
as their incomes reach $58,500. What 
used to be a class tax has now become 
a mass tax. 

Now, I understand the reasons for the 
original imposition of AMT, but it no 
longer makes any sense. It no longer 
solves the problem that it was sup-
posed to correct. It, in fact, creates a 
new problem. It doubles the amount of 
work that millions of Americans have 
to do to determine how much they owe. 

Because of the AMT, these taxpayers 
have to fill out two tax forms. The 
process has become so complex that it 
now takes an average middle-class 
family 19 hours to fill out their tax 
forms. That is 71⁄2 hours longer than it 
took in 1994 when they were going to 
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pull the Tax Code up by its roots or 
drive a stake through the heart of the 
Tax Code. 

The American people could be hardly 
more clear on the message they are 
sending to all of us. They need help 
navigating this process. It has become 
much too complicated. Sixty percent of 
the individuals hire a professional 
today to prepare their taxes, an in-
crease of 50 percent from 1994 when 
they were going to drive a stake 
through the heart of the Tax Code, 
when they were going to have a long 
funeral procession for the Tax Code, 
when they were going to pull the Tax 
Code up by its roots. 

If my colleagues really want to do 
something in this institution, we do 
not have to talk about tax increases or 
tax cuts. What we could do is talk 
about tax simplification. Work with 
me on this AMT proposal that I have 
had. It could be done in a bipartisan 
manner. I wish the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HOUGHTON) was staying 
because we have had success working 
on bills in a bipartisan manner, the 
two of us; and I regret his departure 
precisely because of that, and I believe 
that we could still do a tax simplifica-
tion in the next session of this Con-
gress without a great deal of difficulty. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would tell my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts who had expressed concerns 
about the so-called birthday rule, we 
actually took it out of the legislation 
because of concerns expressed by the 
gentleman’s side of the aisle. 

With regard to AMT, I commend the 
gentleman for his work on that over 
the years. As the gentleman knows, in 
2001 and 2003, we put in place increases 
in the threshold for the first time in 
many, many years which has saved 
millions of taxpayers from having to go 
into the AMT. We also have an ex-
tender bill that passed this House to 
extend that into the future. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
friendly observation? 

Mr. PORTMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I have been here for 16 years, 
and I have never been involved in an 
issue where people congratulated me 
more for bringing it forward and did 
less about it than the alternative min-
imum tax issue. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Reclaiming my time, 
I will tell the gentleman that I actu-
ally have had legislation in to repeal 
the AMT for many years. So I go even 
further than the gentleman goes in 
terms of AMT relief. So the gentleman 
is not the only one who is interested in 
it; but he has brought focus to it and 
we appreciate that, as has the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON). 

I would also say, though, that this 
Congress has made some progress. It is 
a tough issue. Because we did not index 
it, therefore AMT goes to more and 

more taxpayers every year. By not in-
dexing the threshold, more and more 
middle-income taxpayers, particularly 
those with children, get caught in it. 

Mr. Speaker, we now have with us 
the chairman of Committee on Ways 
and Means, who has worked hard on 
these tax simplification bills before us, 
including this individual tax sim-
plification bill that was authored by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BURNS). 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS), chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time, 
and I have been listening to some of 
the discussion; and, sadly, it tends to 
revolve around the same themes, and 
what I would like to do is suggest that 
instead of a semantic war, i.e., you are 
concerned because this particular leg-
islation was called tax simplification, 
we would be open to some terms that 
would suit you, such as Tax Code ra-
tionalization, Tax Code clarification. 

If you are hung up on the fact that 
this is not the end-all and the be-all in 
terms of simplification, I can suggest 
to you that if you want to look at the 
recent record of voting on measures, 
the ultimate simplification of the Tax 
Code would be to zero out a tax respon-
sibility for someone. That was done. In 
terms of the low-income who fall into 
the tax-paying category, if you have 
dividend income or you have capital 
gains returns, we provided a Tax Code 
modification which would produce a 
zero tax rate. Now, that is ultimate 
simplification, and the fact of the mat-
ter is you voted against that. 

So when you take a look at areas 
that the administration should have 
changed, I do hope that you take a step 
back from yourself and look at yourself 
as others do. You are standing here on 
the floor of the House criticizing legis-
lation because it does not do enough, 
and you point out that there are provi-
sions in this legislation that could be 
done administratively, but they have 
not; and at some point, either you con-
tinue to state that it could be done ad-
ministratively and it is not done, or 
you agree it is relatively modest and 
minor and you wonder why it has not 
been done, and you go ahead and say 
you should do it. Now, that is at least 
a step forward. 

So when I find you criticizing, what 
you do is you criticize if it is too 
grand, you criticize if it is too mini-
mal, you criticize if it were requiring 
the administrator to do something 
they have the administrative power to 
do, but they do not exercise it. In fact, 
all you do is criticize. 

When you listen to your arguments, 
it really boils down to one point. You 
simply cannot stand the fact that you 
are no longer in the majority, and I un-
derstand that. I was in the minority for 
16 years, and I watched what you folks 
did to the Tax Code when you were in 
the majority, and I will return briefly 

and then end on the theme of the alter-
native minimum tax. 

The problem we are in today is based 
upon a tax measure passed by the Con-
gress of the United States, originating 
in the House of Representatives, con-
trolled by my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, with not one Republican 
voting for it, which created the non-
indexed provisions which you all la-
ment have driven people into the alter-
native minimum tax structure. 

I will tell you, when I was in the mi-
nority on the committee, I could not 
understand the logic in which you 
wanted to impose an alternative min-
imum tax in the first place. Because 
when we began discussing the fact that 
there were some people who did not 
pay taxes and because of the various 
deductions in the code, it allowed them 
not to pay taxes, the question I asked 
you was why do we not modify the de-
ductions so everybody pays taxes. That 
is a fundamental, direct change. 

Oh, no, we are not going to do that; 
we are going to create a whole alter-
nate world, akin to physics in terms of 
matter versus anti-matter. We are 
going to have a structure which has a 
minimum tax, then we are going to 
create a structure which has an alter-
native minimum tax, and it only works 
in your bipolar world if the indexing in 
terms of the objects you do allow to be 
counted against a modification of the 
alternative minimum tax are adjusted 
the way those same items are in the 
regular tax structure. 

What you wound up doing in that 
piece of legislation was freezing those 
deductions in the alternative world 
which has created this march into 
lower and lower brackets. It is wholly 
something that you are responsible for. 

Now, since we are now in the major-
ity, we obviously need to address a 
number of areas that you either failed 
to address or complicated significantly 
when you were in the majority; but it 
seems to me if you want to be a con-
structive minority, you join with us 
when we have these modest changes 
that make sense, instead of opposing 
absolutely anything, whether large, 
small, simple, or clarification. 

Someone once said the role of the op-
position party is to oppose. You folks 
are driving it to the absolute supreme 
example. What you really ought to do 
is begin to talk about where it makes 
sense and we join together, we join to-
gether. You start in the small areas, 
and we can move to the larger areas. 

You folks proved absolutely conclu-
sively that when you ran the place you 
could really mess up the large areas. 
What you are doing now is indicating 
that you are more than willing to be 
the opposition and the obstructionists 
even in the small. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have heard my distin-
guished chairman make his argument 
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many times about the fact that we did 
this problem as Democrats when we 
were in the majority. I would think 
that after 10 years, the statute of limi-
tations should have run on that argu-
ment. The Republicans have had 10 
years in which to act. 

I guess one of the problems that I 
have, Mr. Speaker, is that this bill did 
not go through a markup in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. We did not 
have an opportunity to offer amend-
ments. 

The chairman complains about the 
fact that we do not like the title of this 
bill, Tax Simplification for Americans 
Act. If we had had it in committee, 
maybe I would have had a chance to 
offer an amendment to clarify exactly 
what this bill does, which is very little. 
It does not carry out a commitment 
that was made by the Republicans to 
simplify our Tax Code. 

We bring that up because, as my col-
leagues have already pointed out, there 
were statements made 10 years ago 
when the Republicans took control of 
this body that tax simplification was 
going to be their top priority, and they 
simply have not delivered on that. We 
have not had any bold proposals. In-
stead, what does the record show? 

Well, we have seen that the number 
of pages of the Internal Revenue Code 
and Regulation now equals 54,846 pages. 
That is a 35 percent increase from what 
it was in 1995. That is hardly tax sim-
plification. 

We have talked about the alternative 
minimum tax, and why do we mention 
this? My good friend from Ohio indi-
cates that we are making progress in 
dealing with the alternative minimum 
tax. Mr. Speaker, I would say to my 
colleagues that we are not making 
progress in dealing with the alter-
native minimum tax because, under 
current tax law, the number of tax-
payers who are going to be subject to 
the alternative minimum tax by the 
year 2010 will be 33 million taxpayers, 
up from 1 million taxpayers in 1999. 
That is not making progress. One out 
of every three taxpayers will be subject 
to the alternative minimum tax. Six 
million taxpayers will face the alter-
native minimum tax in 2010 just be-
cause they have children, and we talk 
about marriage penalties here. A per-
son is 20 times more likely to be sub-
ject to the alternative minimum tax if 
they are married. 

These are issues that we would like 
to address in the committee that I 
have the honor of serving on; but in-
stead, we get bills that are brought di-
rectly to the floor; that we do not have 
a chance to offer amendments on; that 
are brought up under suspension where 
all we can do is vote the bill up or 
down. Obviously, it might make some 
progress but very little, and it does not 
deal with the underlying issue of com-
plexity in our Tax Code and, therefore, 
should not be called the Tax Sim-
plification for Americans Act. 

b 1600 
Mr. Speaker, let me just say in con-

clusion, we are doing all this and still 

adding billions and billions of dollars 
to the national debt in the tax policies 
that we are bringing forward. That is 
hardly serving the interests of the peo-
ple we represent. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT). 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as I 
sat and listened to this debate, I 
thought of a very famous quote from 
Groucho Marx. He said if you are going 
to go into politics, the first thing you 
have to learn to do is learn to keep a 
straight face and act sincere. 

Now this bill taxes anybody’s ability 
to do that. It is election time. We have 
a man from a southern State who is 
running for election. He spent a million 
dollars in the primary, and yesterday 
he did not do that well. But he now has 
this bill the next day to take home and 
say, ‘‘I have brought tax simplification 
to Georgia.’’ That is what we have here 
today. 

I understand it is election time, and 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
certainly has interest in tax simplifica-
tion, but the other side of the aisle 
simply has no credibility on this issue. 

They have been talking about this 
for 10 years. My colleague from Mary-
land pointed out the other side has 
passed 42 new laws since 1994, and they 
have added 3,533 changes to the law 
covered in more than 10,000 additional 
pages. 

Now, not one single committee had a 
hearing on this. This is such a political 
bill, they did not even bother to run it 
through committee. They said, What 
does this guy from Georgia need? Let 
us give him a bill and pass it so he can 
run home with it and put out his press 
release. 

Mr. Speaker, I guarantee there will 
be a press release this afternoon that 
will hit the Atlanta Constitution and 
whatever else is in Georgia. It is done 
for that reason. Otherwise it would 
have gone through committee and had 
a hearing, and we would actually talk 
about it. But when it has no purpose 
legislatively, there is no sense running 
it through the legislative process; just 
jam it through so we can get it into the 
campaign. 

Now, we cannot find time in this 
Congress to deal with the alternative 
minimum tax. Everybody is out here 
saying bad things about it. The reason 
AMT was put in in 1986 was very sim-
ple, and that is, there are rich people in 
this country. It may come as a surprise 
to some Members who do not think of 
themselves as rich, but there are some 
really rich people, and they were ma-
nipulating the Tax Code so effectively 
that they could have $10 billion and not 
pay any taxes at all. 

The average working Joe or Jill who 
carries a lunch bucket to work or to 
the restaurant where she works or as a 

maid in a hotel, they pay taxes. And 
then you have got these really rich 
people out there who are not paying 
anything. 

So the decision of the Congress was, 
and it was another Congress, not a Re-
publican Congress, it would never have 
passed if you guys had been in charge, 
I understand that, because you think if 
you can figure a way out of paying 
taxes, you should not pay any. You do 
not owe anything to the country. You 
should not pay any part of what is 
going on in Iraq. 

You should not pay anything for 
what is going on in Iraq, you should 
not pay anything for what is going on 
in homeland security, that should be 
paid by Joe Lunch Bucket and Jill 
Lunch Bucket. You do not want an al-
ternative minimum tax, and what you 
are doing, we all know, is letting more 
and more people get sucked into it. 
They have to do their taxes twice, so 
you can get rid of it to help the people 
at the top. It is real clear what the 
other side is up to. 

Mr. Speaker, this silly bill the other 
side of the aisle has out here today, I 
do not think anybody is going to vote 
against a title like ‘‘tax simplifica-
tion.’’ The first section you dropped; 
the other ones do not do anything. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s defense of the alternative min-
imum tax. We just fundamentally dis-
agree. We do not think there ought to 
be an alternative minimum tax. We 
think we ought to change the code. If 
Members think people should not get 
preferences in the code, change the 
preferences. Let us be honest about it. 

But I am glad the gentleman is hon-
est about it and saying he supports it, 
and it was done in a Democrat Con-
gress and he would like it to continue. 
I would also say that the gentleman’s 
attempt to imitate a southern accent, 
and my colleague from southern Texas 
can confirm this, is as bad as his anal-
ysis of the underlying legislation be-
fore us. This is not everything, but it is 
a good bill. 

Let us talk about the facts. We have 
had a lot of interesting conversation 
about what it does and does not do, but 
let us get to the facts. Number one, it 
clarifies a misleading part of the code 
which has to do with a filing status 
title. It will help about 6 million Amer-
icans who file the wrong way because it 
is misleading. 

It is going to help with regard to let-
ting people use the short 1040EZ and 
1040A tax forms, which will help save 
millions of dollars and also millions of 
hours of taxpayer work in terms of put-
ting their taxes together. 

Finally, it eliminates a bunch of 
deadwood. The ‘‘head of household’’ fil-
ing status, which is the first thing it 
does, is generally for single taxpayers 
with dependents, we changed it to say 
that, ‘‘single head of household.’’ That 
makes it clear to the vast majority of 
married taxpayers that they are not el-
igible. 
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Again, about 6 million of them a year 

inappropriately choose that filing sta-
tus when they should not, and it causes 
great problems to them and to the IRS. 
In fact, the IRS gets over a million 
calls a year just about filing status. At 
any given time, there are 18 million 
people who might be subject to audit 
because they choose the wrong filing 
status. Being subject to audit, espe-
cially to lower-income taxpayers, is 
devastating, and so we are trying to 
help those people. 

It also expands the 1040EZ and the 
1040A by allowing taxpayers with up to 
$100,000 in taxable income, rather than 
$50,000, and who have interest pay-
ments, to be able to use these shorter 
forms. 

What is the difference? The normal 
tax forms takes on average 28.5 hours 
to fill out. The 1040EZ, 3.5 hours. That 
is a huge time savings for Americans 
who do not have enough time to do the 
things that they want to do, to take 
that time away from filling out taxes. 
Again, it is a tremendous savings of 
money and time. 

Yes, the IRS may be looking at this, 
but they have not done it, and it is the 
right thing to do, so let us do it. It has 
not been adjusted since 1982. 

Finally, getting rid of some of these 
deadwood provisions is extremely im-
portant, cleaning up the code for indi-
viduals because people make mistakes 
based on these inaccurate provisions in 
the code. We have gone through it 
using the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, professional analysis, to deter-
mine what is appropriate and what is 
not. 

This is good government legislation. 
I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to strongly support this. 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, our honorable chairman 
mentioned maybe we should rename 
the act because we had been criticizing 
it, and maybe call it the ‘‘Taxpayer Ra-
tionalization Act.’’ Well, I had already 
proposed calling it the ‘‘All Sizzle and 
No Steak Taxpayer Act,’’ and certainly 
we would accept that moniker. 

The honorable chairman indicated 
that we are unfairly criticizing the bill, 
but I might mention, we are only criti-
cizing it because it is wrong. Adding 
‘‘single’’ to the ‘‘head of household’’ is 
just simply incorrect. If it was so sim-
ple, we would not have to be debating 
and talking about it so much. 

In fact, the Tax Code contains 1.4 
million words, 10,000 of which have 
been added since the gentleman from 
California (Chairman THOMAS) got into 
the majority, and now we can make 
that 10,001 words, as we add the word 
‘‘single,’’ although it certainly is incor-
rect. 

I feel that in looking at this we have 
to clarify what the bill does and does 
not do by asking ourselves certain 
questions and asking the author cer-
tain questions about the intent of the 
bill. 

The questions would be: Does the bill 
deny the tax benefits of head of house-

hold status to a married woman whose 
husband has abandoned her and the 
kids? And the answer to that would be 
‘‘no.’’ 

Does the bill deny tax benefits of 
head of household status to a married 
man who is legally separated under the 
laws of a State of this Nation, who has 
custody of the children? And again the 
answer would be ‘‘no.’’ 

So if the provision does not apply 
only to single taxpayers, what does the 
provision do other than add confusion 
by using the word ‘‘single,’’ which is 
inapplicable. 

Finally, I am curious about the other 
provision of the bill, which would re-
quire the IRS to change the short 
forms to allow taxpayers with higher 
incomes, up to $100,000, to use the 
forms. My questions are: Does the code 
need to be amended, added to, to 
change how tax forms are printed and 
formatted? And the answer would be 
‘‘no,’’ they have authority to do that 
under the current law. 

And do the experts at the IRS and 
the Treasury think that these forms 
that we currently have should be 
changed? And I think obviously not or 
that would have been done. 

Now, possibly some of these issues 
could have been addressed if we had 
gone through the regular order and 
process of the House, as was mentioned 
by the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN). The rules are there for a pur-
pose. Possibly if we had gone through 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
consider this bill, these issues could 
have been addressed. We could have re-
named the bill the ‘‘All Sizzle and No 
Steak Act.’’ We could have made sure 
that the word ‘‘single’’ was inserted if 
it was accurate, and not inserted if it 
was not. 

But again, the rules are there for a 
purpose. We did not follow the rules, 
and we find ourselves here today in 
this confusion. So again this legisla-
tion may be marginally helpful, but 
why miss an opportunity for real tax 
simplification? 

Since 1994, the majority has enacted 
42 new public laws with 3,533 changes to 
the Tax Code contained in those more 
than 10,000 additional pages of complex 
public laws. That averages 360 changes 
a year with no serious efforts made to 
provide simplification. The Tax Code 
currently contains about 1.4 million 
words. The Tax Code has more than 
4,700 pages. The Tax Code content has 
grown by at least 15 percent since the 
majority took over in 1994. It has 
grown 15 percent. The Master Federal 
Standard Tax Reporter used by ac-
countants and lawyers is more than 
60,000 pages. Since 1994, that manual 
has increased by 2,000 pages. 

Today it takes average, middle 
American families 7.5 hours longer to 
fill out their tax return than it did in 
1994, an increase from 11.5 hours in 1994 
to 19 hours today. That is a full day’s 
work for most Americans. And what do 
we do to simplify? We add the word 
‘‘single.’’ 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for the purpose of making a unanimous 
consent request to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD). 

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Tax Simplifica-
tion for Americans Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
Tax Simplification for Americans Act. 

As American taxpayers know too well, the 
tax code is incredibly complex and compliance 
is all to expensive. Americans spend 3 billion 
hours per year filling out tax forms and keep-
ing tax records. The cost of complying with the 
code is a whopping $85 billion per year. That’s 
3 billion hours and $85 billion that could be 
put to much productive uses in America. 

This bill will offer taxpayers some meaning-
ful relief from complexity. about 1.6 million 
people will be able to fill out simpler tax 
forms—1040A and 1040EZ—rather than filling 
out the 1040 form with all its schedules, which 
takes about 28.5 hours to complete. 

The bill would also end the confusing use of 
definitions regarding a taxpayer’s age. It also 
clarifies the ‘‘head of household’’ definition, 
which will help taxpayers prevent errors in fil-
ing status. In addition, the bill gets rid of a 
number of outdated and unnecessary provi-
sions in the tax code. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of work to do in 
the area of simplification, but this bill is an ex-
cellent start. It will mean real help to real peo-
ple. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4841, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MILITARY HOUSING 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2004 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4879) to increase the military 
housing private investment cap. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4879 

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Military 
Housing Improvement Act of 2004.’’ 
SECTION 2. INCREASE IN MILITARY HOUSING 

PRIVATE INVESTMENT CAP 
Section 2883(g)(1) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘$850,000,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$1,350,000,000’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER). 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4879, the Mili-
tary Housing Improvement Act of 2004. 
We have spent the last several hours 
debating points of order and budgetary 
implications of a provision in the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Act 
to address the housing privatization 
program. H.R. 4879, I am pleased to say, 
goes straight to the heart of the mat-
ter by raising the cap on the housing 
privatization program by $500 million, 
enough to permit DOD to continue the 
program through fiscal year 2005. 

As Member after Member has pointed 
out today, the Military Housing Pri-
vatization Program has been an un-
qualified success. By leveraging the in-
terest of private sector developers and 
property managers, housing privatiza-
tion improves and manages military 
family housing better, more quickly, 
and at lower cost than our traditional 
military construction model. 

To date, the housing privatization 
program has leveraged a government 
cash contribution of only $500 million 
to build approximately $5.6 billion in 
housing construction. Furthermore, 
privatized housing is a tremendous im-
provement over existing DOD housing 
facilities. 

b 1615 

Privatized homes are often equipped 
with new appliances, built to modern 
standards, well-maintained, and are 
parts of communities. This is in stark 
contrast to the patchwork of poorly 
maintained housing for which DOD is 
known. 

Despite the success of the housing 
privatization program, a legislative 
cap will soon bring a halt to the pro-
gram by preventing DOD from entering 
into new privatization contracts after 
November 2004. The FY 2005 National 
Defense Authorization Act contains a 
partial fix to this problem. It elimi-
nates the cap in fiscal year 2006. How-
ever, it leaves a gap between November 
2004 and October 2005 during which 
DOD would be unable to sign any pri-
vatization contracts that would count 
against the cap. As a result, most 
projects DOD plans to begin in fiscal 
year 2005 would be delayed until Octo-
ber 2005. This would affect approxi-
mately 24,000 family housing units at 
at least 16 installations nationwide. 

H.R. 4879 addresses this problem by 
increasing the cap on the program by 
$500 million, enough to allow DOD to 

proceed with its privatization program 
through FY 2005. The program is a suc-
cess. I urge my colleagues to join with 
me in ensuring that it continues by 
supporting this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
My fellow Missourian, Mark Twain, 
once said, ‘‘The more you explain it to 
me, the more I don’t understand it.’’ 

I have no idea why we are consid-
ering this bill, because all the majority 
had to do was not raise a point of order 
on the appropriations bill. I do not 
want to say this is a cynical gesture, 
but it is. We are considering this bill 
because the majority is not serious 
about taking care of the troops and 
their families. 24,000 families will do 
without because the other bill will 
have a point of order raised on it. All 
they had to do on the other bill, the ap-
propriations bill, was not to raise a 
point of order and 24,000 military fami-
lies would have their housing in 2005. 

I appreciate the fact that our friends 
in the majority are taking the issue se-
riously, but it appears to me that this 
is going around Robin Hood’s barn to 
do what could be simply done by not 
raising a point of order. 

While this stand-alone bill is fine on 
its merits, it is going to die in the Sen-
ate. It will go nowhere. What we want-
ed to do was raise the privatized hous-
ing cap in the Military Construction 
Appropriations Act. That is legislation 
that the Senate cannot ignore. And all 
we had to do was just not raise the 
point of order and those young families 
would have their housing. 

I cannot argue against the words of 
this measure, but we should not be de-
ceived. This is a ruse to avoid dealing 
with the privatized cap on an issue in a 
must-do piece of legislation. The de-
tails of the cap issue have been dis-
cussed at length by others, and I raised 
the issue during the rule on the other 
appropriations bill. Let me just say 
that because the Committee on the 
Budget refused to accommodate bipar-
tisan requests on both sides of the aisle 
by the Committee on Armed Services, 
the Defense authorization bill bowed to 
CBO scoring. As a result, we could not 
fix the problem until 2006. Con-
sequently, 24,000 military families do 
without. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to extend a very warm thanks 
to the gentleman from California for 
bringing this bill to the floor. He is a 
devoted patriot and devoted to the men 
and women who serve in our military, 
and he has proved that so many times. 
What he does today by expediting the 
consideration of this bill, the military 
folks I think will appreciate him and 
express that appreciation in many 
ways. The gentleman from Missouri 

again is absolutely correct. This is a 
total bipartisan effort not only on the 
part of the committees but the House, 
the administration, the President, the 
Department of Defense. Everybody. It 
is really a shame that we have to ask 
the gentleman from California to bring 
this bill up basically out of order. But 
since there is the threat of not allow-
ing the appropriations bill to include 
this issue on military family housing, 
this is the only other way to get to it. 

But here is the problem. This bill will 
pass today with a big vote, but that is 
the end of it. It is never going to pass. 
It is never going to become law. We are 
never going to see it anywhere. The ap-
propriate way to do this is on that ap-
propriations bill that we were talking 
about all morning and that we will 
come back to later this afternoon. 
That is the right way to do it and get 
it done. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for agreeing with me. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The appro-
priations bill is a must-pass bill. It will 
pass eventually. I cannot say when. We 
are going to pass it. I cannot say when 
it might get final passage, considering 
the other body has to deal with it; but 
the appropriations bill has to pass as 
all appropriations bills have to pass, or 
the government shuts down. We have 
not let that happen for a long time, 
and we are not going to let it happen 
now; but it is a shame that we have to 
use, as the gentleman from Missouri 
said, the round robin way to get to this 
when we could have had it done and 
over with and on the way to the Senate 
if we would have just passed this bill 
the way that the committee wrote it 
with the bipartisan support of every-
body involved, except the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not legislating 
here today. We are engaging in a giant 
game of charades. Let me explain. The 
gentleman who just spoke, the gen-
tleman from Florida, is the senior Re-
publican on the Committee on Appro-
priations. I am the senior Democrat on 
the Committee on Appropriations. We 
are absolutely as one on this issue. I 
totally agree with everything the gen-
tleman just said. What I would like to 
do is to repeat what he said in a slight-
ly different way to drive home the 
point that he was making. 

What has happened, Mr. Speaker, is 
that the Committee on Appropriations 
brought to this floor earlier today the 
military construction bill which con-
tained a provision which enabled us to 
improve military housing for thou-
sands of young military families who 
are sacrificing more than anybody else 
in this country because of the Iraq war. 
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When we did that, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget made known 
his unhappiness with that action be-
cause it technically breached the pre-
vious budget resolution which the 
Committee on the Budget had pushed 
through this House on an earlier date. 
So the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget made known his intent to 
eliminate that provision by making a 
point of order against it when it was 
before the House. That meant that that 
action would effectively deny that im-
proved military housing to somewhere 
between 23,000 and 50,000 additional 
military families. 

So now what is happening is this. Be-
cause evidently some people are un-
comfortable with their being politi-
cally exposed on that issue, we now 
have seen the authorizing committee 
ask to bring this bill to the floor which 
purports to accomplish the very same 
thing that was accomplished by the ap-
propriations committee. The only rea-
son that this is allowable under House 
rules and the appropriations bill was 
not is because the gentleman’s ability 
to make a point of order lies only on a 
bill which has been reported from a 
committee. This provision that is be-
fore us was never considered by the 
committee and so, therefore, it is ex-
empt. So it is a procedural loophole 
which is being used by the Committee 
on the Budget in order to force this 
House to go through this outrageous 
charade, and the net result is what? 

The result will be that the bill now 
before us will not pass. We have abso-
lutely no guarantee whatsoever that it 
will be passed in the Senate. So this is 
probably on a short track to nowhere. 
Meanwhile, the one bill that we know 
will pass, the military appropriations 
bill, will now fall victim to a point of 
order that will be lodged by the gen-
tleman from Iowa. The result is the 
only vehicle which is guaranteed to 
pass will no longer contain the provi-
sion helping military families. A vehi-
cle which is not going to go anywhere 
will contain that provision that does 
not help anyone. 

The bill that is before us today is not 
a substantive fix. It is a political fix. It 
takes care of a few people’s political 
problems, but it does not solve the 
problem of the military families. This 
is an outrageous charade. I welcome 
the action of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and the gentleman from Mis-
souri in at least trying to do what they 
can to help these military families get 
the housing assistance they need, but 
we would not have had to go through 
this if we had simply allowed the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to proceed 
with its bill; and even though we are 
allowing this committee to take this 
action today, there is no guarantee 
whatsoever that this action will 
produce one additional decent house 
for a military person in this country. 
The only guarantee is to vote for the 
military construction bill with that 
provision. 

Right now this entire issue is in the 
hands of the gentleman from Iowa. If 

he wants to effectively deny military 
families that decent housing, he will 
proceed to object to the provision in 
the military construction bill. I do not 
think we are going to fool anybody 
with the charade that is being partici-
pated in by bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, on that 
optimistic note, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. Let me just ad-
dress my friend who just spoke and all 
Members. This bill does have meaning 
because every time the full House 
manifests its will and gives a good ma-
jority vote, a good solid vote, that is a 
very important boost to the process. I 
would just tell the gentleman that we 
are going to make sure that by the 
time the smoke clears and the dust 
clears in this process, we are going to 
have these 24,000 units released for con-
struction. It is important to everyone. 
I might say, also, and I appreciate my 
friend from Florida and all the great 
work he has done on this, and all the 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services, that we do have this problem 
fixed from 2006 on. It is this gap, this 
bridge this year that we need to fix. 

I might mention to my colleagues 
that the gentleman from Iowa is the 
author of this provision. I think that 
bespeaks of his good intentions to get 
this problem taken care of. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the very distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services for 
yielding me this time. There is no one 
in this body who has worked any hard-
er than he has in making this issue re-
solved, getting it to resolution. I appre-
ciate his willingness to expedite this 
bill that I introduced today in order to 
help deal with the problem. 

To those who are suggesting that this 
bill goes nowhere after it passes unani-
mously today, I just ask them, why? I 
see them shaking their heads, but why 
is it that the other body would stop 
military families from receiving this 
benefit? And why is it that the other 
body would oppose the Department of 
Defense authorization, as we hear is oc-
curring? Why are they stopping every-
thing? For our defense needs, our intel-
ligence needs, our military families, 
everything is stopped. They have not 
even been willing to vote on a budget. 

I ask the Members, is that a prob-
lem? Of course it is. Do we break our 
rules? Do we bust our budget in order 
to do that, in order to fix it? I would 
suggest no. You have the right to over-
rule that. You have the right to vote 
differently. I would suggest you do that 
if that is how you feel. But then do not 
come to the floor and lecture the Com-
mittee on the Budget about how the 
budget process is broken. Do not come 
to the floor and lecture the American 
people about deficits and national 
debts and tell me time and time again 
during the budget debate itself how 

when you are in a hole, you stop 
digging. I believe if I had a nickel for 
every time that speech was made, we 
could probably resolve the national 
debt and the deficit, because when you 
are in a hole, you stop digging. 

How could you do that? Today the 
Committee on Appropriations brought 
to the floor a bill that busts the budget 
by $1.2 billion instead of looking 
throughout the rest of their budget, 
the rest of their appropriations alloca-
tion of $821 billion, to find enough 
money in order to meet the needs of 
our military families. 
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So they came to the floor and for the 
very first time since Republicans took 
the majority, violated a rule, bringing 
to the floor an appropriation bill that 
busted their allocation called 302(b), 
which I understand most people watch-
ing do not pay any attention to. 

Yes, these are arcane rules, but the 
reason that we have these rules is so 
that we can try to get a handle on 
spending. And, no, it is not just for 
military families. I ask Members to 
look through that $821 billion and they 
will find many places that are less im-
portant than our military families. 
That is why this bill needs to be sup-
ported. We need to pass it, and we need 
to put pressure on the other body that 
stands in the way of all progress for 
our military, passing the Department 
of Defense authorization, passing ap-
propriation bills. 

We are not even going to pass the 
Military Construction appropriation 
bill before the election. I will bet my 
colleagues on that one. Will we do what 
is called a CR? Probably. But do my 
colleagues think we are going to pass 
that before this election? Do my col-
leagues think we are not going to have 
CR and CR and CR? If it is such an im-
portant priority, where are these peo-
ple rushing to get this done? 

So I want to commend the gentleman 
who is the very distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
who has jurisdiction over this issue, 
who has been working on this, who is 
bringing this bill today to the floor and 
deserves the ability to continue to 
work on this and not put it in an ap-
propriation bill when it does not belong 
there, and it busts the budget. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

I would simply ask the gentleman, 
does he mean that even though his 
party controls both Houses of the Con-
gress that they are not going to be able 
to pass a Military Construction appro-
priation bill, one of the 13 bills that 
must pass this Congress before we ad-
journ; and yet he believes that the Sen-
ate somehow will miraculously pass 
this bill which has nothing else going 
for it? 

Give me a break. I do not mind if the 
gentleman wants to fool himself, but 
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do not think he is fooling me with this 
action. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has been 
a Member of the House Committee on 
Appropriations longer than anyone else 
on that committee. Help me out. If the 
provision in the appropriations bill 
busts the budget and this bill that we 
talk about today has the identical ef-
fect and it does not bust the budget, 
can the gentleman explain to me how 
that works? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the only 
way the gentleman from Iowa can get 
away from this is that the rule he is 
citing applies only to a bill that is re-
ported from committee. This action is 
not reported from committee, so he 
gets around the very rule he professes 
to be supporting. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that we 
have obviously a difference of opinion 
as to how we get this particular meas-
ure forward, how we move it forward. 
We have got people of goodwill on both 
sides. 

I have recommended today, even 
though we are the authorizing com-
mittee, that we give up some of our 
turf today and let this thing pass on 
the appropriations bill. There is obvi-
ously a problem with that occurring. 

We have got this measure up, which 
is authored, in fact, by the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget, as evi-
dence of the fact that he wants to get 
this thing to move forward; and I think 
if we pass this with an overwhelming 
vote, manifesting that will of the 
House is going to help this process. 

We have got a long way to go before 
the dust settles on the spending bills 
this year. We are going to make sure 
that this problem is solved this year. 
The exact parliamentary road for that 
obviously has not been determined, as 
is, I think, evidenced by the debate 
that has taken place. 

But I would just ask Members from 
all positions, from all points, who have 
one piece of common ground, and that 
is to get this very important housing 
measure passed, to work together on 
this thing and move forward. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I think the 
chairman is operating in totally good 
faith, but the way to move forward is 
to support the Military Construction 
appropriations bill, which came to this 
floor on a bipartisan basis. 

The subcommittee wanted this prob-
lem solved. We solved it in the full 
committee with the help of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) and the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 
This thing was worked out. 

The reason we are doing this is be-
cause of this Congressional Budget Of-
fice rule, and OMB, the administration, 
the Defense Department all want us to 
do this. Why can we not figure out a 
way to do this today? Why do we have 
to wait for months when we could get 
this thing done? 

He makes all kinds of excuses, but we 
might be able to put this into another 
bill and maybe it will go into the CR if 
it passes the House. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time from my very good col-
league, and I just remind him that no 
objection has been heard yet on the 
MILCON bill, and I would just would 
ask the gentleman, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, to look at this as a 
very extraordinary situation, because 
it is an extraordinary situation in that 
we have a very unusual scoring appli-
cation by CBO that is not endorsed by 
OMB and not, obviously, endorsed by 
us and does not make good sense. That 
is that the entire economic implication 
of this 24,000 units is being scored at 
one time, and that is a very unusual 
thing; and secondly, that we have a 
very unusual circumstance with this 
being the centerpiece of quality of life 
for our military folks. 

So let me just suggest to my friend 
that we all have a job in this House and 
that the Committee on the Budget has 
undertaken to follow their duty, their 
obligation, in the manner they best see 
fit; and I would suggest to the gen-
tleman that talking with them and 
working with them on this may be the 
way to get this thing done, and I would 
hope that the gentleman would talk 
with the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, I 
would hope that the gentleman from 
California would talk to his leadership, 
too, because his leadership has got to 
play a role here in giving some guid-
ance to senior Members, because they 
are in charge of the House, because 
they are the majority party. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
remind the gentleman that neither of 
us belongs to organized political par-
ties. We are Republicans and Demo-
crats. But I just want to remind the 
gentleman, too, that we are stretched 
between two cross-strains which are 
very familiar to this House. One is the 
strain and the discipline that is re-
quired for fiscal discipline. And we all 
know that, and I think we have to give 
some credence to the Committee on 
the Budget chairman’s statement, be-
cause the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget does stand here and he 
does take fusillades from both sides 
about spending money and about not 
having rules. On the other hand, we 
then have these extraordinary cir-
cumstances in which we beat up on the 
Committee on the Budget chairman for 
sticking with those rules. 

And I told the gentleman that my po-
sition is, even though we own the turf 

on this as the authorizing committee, 
we think it is so extraordinary and so 
compelling we are willing to give up 
that turf and pass it in this particular 
bill. 

But I would recommend to the gen-
tleman that he talk with the members 
of the Committee on the Budget and 
remember that they have an obliga-
tion, too, and try to work through that 
obligation. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
good program, too. That is the point 
we want to make. This is working, and 
it is not costing the taxpayers money. 
We are using the payments to work 
with the private sector. This meets all 
the tests of a great program. 

The other thing is, this is not manda-
tory. I mean, in other words, we can 
get out of this program. If the military 
does not need the housing, then the 
private sector will take the project 
over and operate it. That is why I am 
wondering why this big scoring rule 
when, in fact, we are not putting real 
money into this, we are just giving a 
guarantee, and that way we get the 
housing done and it is much more ef-
fective than military construction. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, let me respond to the gen-
tleman because I think all of us were 
disappointed when we saw what I think 
is a very unusual ruling, that this is all 
to be costed up front, and that was a 
highly unusual ruling which I think is 
erroneous. 

On the other hand, it has put us 
where we are. And what we have got to 
do is work through it, and I think we 
are going to work through it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My recollection, during the earlier 
debate on the rule on the appropriation 
bill, was that my friend and my col-
league and chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services, during his very elo-
quent speech at that time, urged the 
gentleman from Iowa not to raise the 
point of order. 

So I ask this question, Mr. Speaker: 
In order for us to have 24,000 more fam-
ily units under the privatization pro-
gram, the only thing that has to hap-
pen under the appropriation bill would 
be for the gentleman from Iowa, the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, not to raise a point of order. 

So I ask the gentleman from Iowa, 
will he insist on raising the point of 
order on the appropriation bill? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I 
will insist on that. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, he will 
insist on raising the point of order. 

Mr. Speaker, we just saw 24,000 mili-
tary families getting their just housing 
delayed for a long time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE). 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Missouri, I 
have even been told today I was shoot-
ing at Santa Claus. Somebody came to 
the floor and said I shot Santa Claus 
today. My goodness, I have been ac-
cused of a lot of things, but shooting 
Santa Claus and personally, individ-
ually, one Member stopping 24,000 fami-
lies from getting that housing, let us 
review the record. 

If this was so important, would my 
colleagues not think that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, in their base 
bill as it was reported to the sub-
committee, do my colleagues not think 
that in that base bill they would have 
written this procedure in? It was not 
done. It was not done. In fact, it was 
done as an amendment at the com-
mittee. 

So I understand that this is now a 
pretty important priority for a number 
of reasons. Some of it is politics. Some 
of it is expediency. Some of it is prob-
ably due to the fact that we have a 
body across the Rotunda that does not 
appear to be getting much accom-
plished. There is a lot of that that 
probably makes it very difficult. But 
that does not mean that we bend our 
rules, we break our rules here in the 
House in order to proceed. 

There is not one family today that 
loses their housing as a result of a 
point of order on the House floor. My 
goodness, if that was the case, there 
would probably be a lot more Members 
down here doing a lot of points of order 
on a lot more issues. 

What needs to be done is, priorities 
need to be made. We need to within the 
bills determine what is important, and 
I would stack up military housing to 
just about anything else in most of 
these bills that come to the floor called 
appropriation bills. 

People want to talk about priorities? 
These are the priorities, and the gen-
tleman from Missouri is as strong as 
the gentleman from California in un-
derstanding that. But I am, too, and 
every Member of this body is, too. And 
I appreciate the leadership that that 
gentleman from Missouri makes every 
day for our men and women. But we 
have many leaders who make that 
same sacrifice, and I do not count my-
self in the back seat to any one of 
them. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. DICKS). 

b 1645 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
point out to the distinguished chair-
man that it was because the chairman 
of our subcommittee, who has worked 
so hard on this, asked us to do this in 
full committee. We did not raise it in 
subcommittee. We had a long discus-
sion about it. The gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG) asked us 
to hold up and do it in full committee. 
So the committee on a bipartisan basis 
agreed to that strategy. 

This was not because it was not a big 
priority. It has been a big priority all 
year. So the gentleman from Iowa, the 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, is misinformed on this subject. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, in my 
14 years in the House, the introduction 
of this bill this afternoon is the most 
cynical charade I have ever seen. This 
bill, they did not even know what bill 
number to put on this. They had to 
mark out one bill number and put an-
other. They had to hand write part of 
this. What a sorry way to deal with the 
needs of 24,000 military families, the 
need to get better housing. 

I think it is interesting that the gen-
tleman from Iowa, the very person who 
within the next couple of hours is 
going to kill our opportunity to solve a 
military housing crisis, is at the mo-
ment trying to get us to pass a bill 
that a few hours ago had not even been 
introduced. 

It is also interesting that the same 
gentleman who introduced this bill, 
that says this is the solution to our 
military housing problem, then spoke 
on the floor just a minute ago saying 
the other body cannot pass anything. 

What reason do we have to believe 
that this is going to go anywhere? It is 
probably to go in a trash bin of fig 
leafs. And that is exactly what this is, 
and that is what bothers me more than 
anything. When the House Republican 
leadership this morning could have 
stood up for our military families, who 
deserve better housing, especially dur-
ing a time of war, they were not only 
AWOL, they broke arms on the floor of 
this House for 25 minutes to see that 
Members voted for a rule that would 
get us into exactly the quagmire we 
are in at this moment. Shame on them 
for doing that. 

Now the House leadership, when the 
issue is no longer providing new hous-
ing for military families, the issue is 
far more important than that, a much 
higher priority than that. It is how do 
we pass a fig leaf today so that Mem-
bers of Congress are not embarrassed, 
212 of them who voted to get us into 
the position we are in today? One Re-
publican Member could have added to 
that vote saying to the Speaker, I am 
going to put military families’ inter-
ests today above my loyalty to you, 
and we would not be here. 

We can solve this problem. We do not 
have to pass this fig leaf that is going 
nowhere. We ought to simply bring 
back up the military construction ap-
propriations bill and pass it by unani-
mous consent, a bill that was put to-
gether on a bipartisan basis. 

But, unfortunately, the same leader-
ship that turned its back this morning 
on the Air Force Association, on the 
Association of the U.S. Army, on the 

Military Officers Association of Amer-
ica, and on the National Military Fam-
ilies Association, the same leadership 
that turned their back on these groups 
that wanted to really help military 
families to better housing, that leader-
ship is now saying, gee, we could not do 
that this morning, but we can pass a 
fig leaf bill. 

Why can they pass a political fig leaf 
for Members of Congress, but cannot do 
something over the last 6 months that 
we have been asking to help military 
families get better housing? 

This is a sad day for all the service-
men and -women in our country who 
sacrifice for our Nation. I am proud to 
represent 40,000 of those great service-
men and -women at Fort Hood in my 
district. What we ought to do is pass a 
military construction bill. Let us put 
military families first, not fig leafs for 
politicians first. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute to remind my friend 
that the same Republican leadership 
that he has criticized so heavily is the 
Republican leadership that passed con-
current receipt, where retirees can re-
ceive their checks and disability 
checks; has urged and has passed the 
survivor benefit program, which laid in 
state for years; has increased the 
equipment supply from an average of 
about $45 billion a year under the Clin-
ton administration to an average of 
about $70 billion a year for new equip-
ment for our troops in the field; and 
supplied the ammunition, force protec-
tion and, surveillance they have been 
so sorely lacking the last 15 years. 

I would remind my friend, this should 
not be a blame day; this should be a 
day in which we all work and move for-
ward. I think that every vote that one 
takes on an issue, one can call this a 
fig leaf vote if one wants, but I would 
remind my friend that every vote that 
we take on an issue is an important 
vote. 

I would just tell my friend from 
Texas, at the end of this year when the 
dust clears on this process, which is ob-
viously affected by the political sea-
son, we are going to have legislative 
vehicles come down the track and get 
across the finish line. This problem is 
going to be fixed. 

If my friend wants to ask me to take 
the floor with him at the end of this 
session and we will prove up, I will be 
happy to tell him now, I will give him 
my word, this problem is going to be 
fixed. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Again, Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California (Chairman HUNTER) for the 
good work that he does and the strong 
support he is giving us on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to correct one 
thing said earlier on, that nothing is 
getting done, that the national defense 
bill is not working and this is not hap-
pening and that is not happening on 
national defense. The national defense 
appropriations bill has been passed by 
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the House, has been passed by the Sen-
ate, has gone to conference; and, as a 
matter of fact, it has been filed and we 
would be considering it right this 
minute if it had not been for the fact 
we are having to deal with this issue. 

As we deal with this issue, we are 
spending a lot of time; and that is 
okay, because the issue is extremely 
important. But I have to keep asking 
myself over and over again, and I can 
usually come up with the answer: What 
is the difference in doing it on the ap-
propriations bill or doing it on a free-
standing bill? The effect is the same. 

The chairman who is going to raise 
the point of order on the appropria-
tions bill is the author of this bill, so I 
have a hard time understanding what 
the problem is. I do not know if there 
is a good answer to that. But no matter 
how we do it, it is going to have the 
same effect. 

If we do not do it, we are going to 
have many people who are looking for-
ward to having decent housing for their 
military families that are not going to 
get it any time soon. That is the big 
issue. 

Now, when it was suggested that 
someone was shooting Santa Claus, I 
said that earlier in debate. I said, let us 
not have these kids in Iraq and Afghan-
istan who are planning to have their 
families in decent housing, let us not 
let them think Santa Claus is going to 
be shot today. Let us not be the Grinch 
that stole Christmas. 

Let us do what we have to do; let us 
do what is right. If we are going to do 
it later, why not do it now, while the 
vehicle is before us? There are a lot of 
questions that I really cannot get an-
swers to in my own mind. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply 
would like to say there is no financial 
difference whatsoever between these 
two approaches. The only real dif-
ference is the one being proposed by 
the gentleman from Iowa probably will 
not become law, and the other one will. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, the gentleman is 
exactly right. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The time of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) has ex-
pired. The gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON) has 61⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES). 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day today. I 
do not know if anybody else is as 
ashamed as I am that we are going 
through this kind of a process. When I 
think back at the times I have visited 
Iraq, five times that I have visited in 
Iraq, and I sit across the table, whether 
it is for breakfast, for lunch or for din-
ner, with the soldiers, they look at us 

and they have a trust that we are going 
to do the right thing. They look at us, 
and they know that we are going to 
represent their best interests. 

In my district at Fort Bliss, Texas, 
there are about 2,500 military families 
that have been looking forward to get-
ting a benefit from this program that 
we are talking about here. We were 
looking forward to it. 

It is clear to me that what we are 
doing here today is a lot of political 
CYA and nothing substantial appar-
ently is going to come from it. Shame 
on us for not having the guts to stand 
up and do what is right for our mili-
tary families, and shame on us for 
passing emergency legislation, supple-
mental bills, that give $20 billion, $21 
billion, whatever that figure is, to re-
construct neighborhoods, give garbage 
trucks and all of these other things in 
Iraq, when we cannot even do the basic 
thing for our military families. 

So here we are in this situation here, 
where we are talking about what a 
great job our military is doing, how 
proud we are of them and how we con-
sider them heroes; and at the same 
time, we cannot find a process to give 
their families who are sacrificing be-
yond what most of us can imagine, who 
are sacrificing, we cannot give them 
decent housing. 

Shame on us. We call this the peo-
ple’s House? We ought to be ashamed of 
each and every one of these machina-
tions that we put ourselves through. 

So it is a sad day for me. It should be 
a sad day for all of us. But, most of all, 
as I look at my watch and it is some-
time after midnight in Iraq, those sol-
diers are putting their lives on the line 
for us for everything that we hold dear. 
We ought to have enough guts to do 
whatever it takes to find the money, to 
ensure that the money is there. 

I will tell you very honestly, I do not 
have the knowledge of the intricacies 
of the budget and all of these other 
things that my honorable colleagues 
have, but I do know one thing: do not 
run a sham on our military families. 
That is all they care about. All they 
want to know from us is, as they look 
in our eyes, that they can trust us, 
that we are going to deliver for them 
like they deliver for us every day. 
Shame on us. 

Mr. Speaker, at Fort Bliss in my district, 
nearly half of the NCOs attending the Ser-
geant Major’s Academy live in beautiful re-
cently built homes. The other half live in what 
is affectionately referred to as ‘‘Bedrock.’’ 
While there is something nice about returning 
home to a neighborhood where your neigh-
bors are Barney and Fred, it’s not the neigh-
bors that make this area of family housing on 
Fort Bliss resemble Bedrock—it’s the fact that 
despite noble efforts by the folks at Fort Bliss, 
the houses are in poor shape and look like 
they were built in the Stone Age. 

About 2,500 military families at Fort Bliss 
were looking forward to living in new or im-
proved homes, thanks to the Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative (MHPI) that is scheduled 
to start this year. The Army’s arm of this pro-
gram, the Residential Communities Initiative 

(RCI), aims to eliminate inadequate housing 
on Army bases by 2007 through the construc-
tion of new homes, the improvement of current 
structures and the incorporation of community 
features such as recreation centers into mili-
tary posts. At Fort Bliss, this means that ‘‘Bed-
rock’’ will be a thing of the past. 

MHPI is an extremely cost-effective meas-
ure because contractors pay the up-front costs 
and recover their investment through rental 
payment. MHPI also stimulates local econo-
mies by providing job opportunities in the con-
struction and maintenance of homes and facili-
ties. Unfortunately for the 2,500 military fami-
lies at Fort Bliss and for thousands of other 
families across the country, MHPI is threat-
ened by a funding cap which will be reached 
in November of this year. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I stood on the 
floor of this House to urge my colleagues to 
vote against the rule for the FY05 MilCon ap-
propriations. The rule would have stripped a 
provision from the bill to ensure that the MHPI 
program would continue. The passage of that 
rule almost ensures that this important provi-
sion will be eliminated from the appropriations 
bill. The bill now before us, H.R. 4879, con-
tains language that is nearly identified to the 
military housing privatization provision in the 
MilCon appropriations bill. This bill is basically 
a face saving measure by the Republicans. 
This suspension bill that increases the housing 
cap does not keep out faith with our men and 
women in uniform. If the provision is in the 
MilCon appropriation bill, it will be committed 
to Conference and the Senate must deal with 
it. If, on the other hand, it is passed as a Sus-
pension, the Senate is under no obligation 
whatsoever to consider the measure, and we 
have no idea if it will ever see the light of 
day—in short, the odds that it will become law 
are dramatically decreased. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is a cynical gesture and a slap in the face 
of our brave men and women of the armed 
services. Our men and women in uniform and 
their families deserve the very best—and ade-
quate housing is the least that we can provide 
for them. Unfortunately, this bill falls far short 
of ensuring that they will get the housing they 
so need and deserve. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ORTIZ). 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, when we 
look at the issue today, it is very sim-
ple. It is so simple. Private industry is 
putting a lot of money out so that our 
soldiers and their families can have 
adequate housing. 

But let me look at the other side. 
When the pilots that we train, when 
the helicopter pilots leave, when the 
tank drivers leave, do you know how 
much it costs to train them? Private 
industry, my friends, they do not put 
one penny into that. It comes strictly 
from the taxpayers. 

We know that a lot of the more sen-
ior members of the military are com-
ing out, because the terrorist environ-
ment is blooming and they are getting 
out of the military so that they can get 
better paying jobs, and we are forcing 
them to leave the military because 
their families do not have adequate 
housing. 

I have talked to helicopter pilots, 
and they tell me that they get calls in 
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Iraq about the plumbing in their homes 
not working, about the electricity hav-
ing been shut off because of the wiring. 

Mr. Speaker, let us do something 
that we need to do now and support our 
soldiers. It will take millions and mil-
lions of dollars when those senior mem-
bers of the military get out, because 
their families do not want them to stay 
in the military because they do not 
have adequate housing. 

Mr. Speaker, I promised the soldiers 
that we were going to correct that. 
Now I feel kind of embarrassed that we 
could not deliver to them what they 
need. I feel like my colleague. I am 
ashamed that we were not able to help 
our soldiers, those who are being 
wounded, those in the different hos-
pitals. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, we pride ourselves in 
this body, I know my chairman and I 
pride ourselves, in working for and sup-
porting the troops. But supporting the 
troops is more than a bumper sticker. 
We are the one body in the United 
States of America that can speak, and 
speak with authority, and make good 
things happen for those families and 
those soldiers, sailors, airmen and Ma-
rines. 

I hate to turn the news on in the 
morning, because I hear so many 
Americans have either been wounded 
or killed or both in the far reaches of 
Afghanistan and Iraq. 
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Those St. Louis families, we are not 
going to take care of them. We are 
going to do it by insisting on a tech-
nical point of order on the appropria-
tions bill. That is not right. So let us 
vote for this. I will support this suspen-
sion measure. I, of course, do so with 
reluctance because we could solve the 
problem so easily on the appropriations 
bill by just doing nothing. 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my strong support for the bill under 
consideration here today. But I am dis-
appointed that we could not address this issue 
in the military construction appropriations bill. 

The military construction bill includes not 
just funding for the construction of much need-
ed facilities but also funds dedicated to con-
structing housing for our troops and their fami-
lies. These funds are needed to construct new 
housing to replace existing housing that is in 
poor condition—where failing electrical sys-
tems and leaky roofs risk the safety of our 
military families. These funds are needed to 
build new houses on military bases where 
there are not enough homes to meet the de-
mand of our military families—where the wait-
ing time for a home can be over a year, where 
young enlisted families must live far from the 
support the base community provides. And 
these funds are needed to remodel and refur-
bish homes that are in disrepair—where fami-
lies live without proper air conditioning in the 
summer or with poor heating in the winter. 

In order to meet these pressing needs in the 
best and quickest way possible, we have 
worked with private industry to speed relief to 
military families. But today some here in Con-

gress want to put a halt to the very successful 
military housing privatization program—not be-
cause they want to harm military families, but 
because they want to argue about the legisla-
tive process. 

I believe that there is a time and a place for 
a debate about budget process to occur—that 
time is not now. Not when we have military 
families living in substandard housing. And not 
when we have hundreds of thousands of fa-
thers and mothers serving in hostile environ-
ments around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
to support our military families by supporting 
the privatized housing program that has been 
so successful in bringing needed relief to 
these hardworking families. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4879. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

PERMITTING 5-MINUTE VOTES 
AFTER FIRST VOTE IN NEXT SE-
RIES NOTWITHSTANDING INTER-
VENING PROCEEDINGS 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that during the 
next series of postponed votes, ensuing 
votes after the first vote may be 5- 
minute votes notwithstanding inter-
vening proceedings attending the 
swearing in of the new Member-elect 
from North Carolina. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will now put each question on which 
further proceedings were postponed 
earlier today in the following order: 

Conference report to accompany H.R. 
2443, by the yeas and nays; and 

on the motions to suspend the rules 
and pass 

H.R. 4840, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 4879, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2443, 
COAST GUARD AND MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2004 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

pending business is the question of 

agreeing to the conference report on 
the bill, H.R. 2443, on which the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 425, nays 1, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 404] 

YEAS—425 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 

Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
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McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 

Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—1 

Paul 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (OH) 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 

Deutsch 
Ferguson 
Majette 

Quinn 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised 2 minutes remain in this 
vote. 
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Mr. SANDERS changes his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 21, 2004. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a facsimile copy of a let-
ter received from Mr. Gray O. Bartlett, Exec-
utive Director, North Carolina State Board 
of Elections, State of North Carolina, indi-
cating that, according to the unofficial re-
turns of the Special Election held July 20, 
2004, the Honorable G.K. Butterfield was 
elected Representative in Congress for the 
First Congressional District, State of North 
Carolina. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Clerk. 

Attachment. 

STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS, 
Raleigh, NC, July 21, 2004. 

Mr. JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Office of the Clerk, House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. TRANDAHL: The unofficial results 

of the special election to fill the unexpired 
term in the First Congressional District of 
North Carolina are as follows: 
G.K. Butterfield (Dem), 42,450 71%; 
Greg Dority (Rep), 16,470, 27%; 
Thomas I. Eisenmenger (Lib), 994, 2%. 

All the counties in the First District have 
transmitted their unofficial totals to our 
SEIMS database as of 12:25 p.m., this morn-
ing. The above figures above represent the 
unofficial totals with all counties reporting 
into our SEIMS database at this time. 

Sincerely, 
GARY O. BARTLETT, 

Executive Director. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR SWEARING IN OF 
MR. G.K. BUTTERFIELD, OF 
NORTH CAROLINA, AS A MEM-
BER OF THE HOUSE. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) be permitted to take the 
oath of office. 

His certificate of election has not ar-
rived, but there is no contest; and no 
question has been raised with regard to 
his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
G.K. BUTTERFIELD, OF NORTH 
CAROLINA, AS A MEMBER OF 
THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER. Will the Member- 
elect from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) kindly step into the well 
of the House, along with the members 
of the North Carolina delegation, and 
take the oath of office. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD appeared at the 
bar of the House and took the oath of 
office, as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear that you will 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic; that you will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the 

same; that you take this obligation 
freely, without any mental reservation 
or purpose of evasion; and that you will 
well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office on which you are about to 
enter. So help you God. 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You 
are now a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

f 

ELECTION OF G.K. BUTTERFIELD 

(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleagues who joined me yesterday, 
Mr. Speaker, in North Carolina’s First 
Congressional District. A special elec-
tion, as well as a primary election, 
were conducted. The special election 
was conducted for the purpose of elect-
ing a candidate to fill the unexpired 
term of our friend, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. Ballance), who 
previously resigned. 

b 1730 

G.K. BUTTERFIELD, a long-time polit-
ico, well known in North Carolina, was 
elected to that post yesterday. Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD served with distinction as 
a member, Mr. Speaker, of the Superior 
Court in North Carolina; and finally, 
with 2 years as a sitting member, as a 
jurist on the North Carolina Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. Speaker, I know I join you and 
my colleagues in extending a warm 
welcome to G.K. BUTTERFIELD to the 
people’s House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) from 
North Carolina’s Fourth Congressional 
District. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with tremendous 
pride that we welcome our newest 
Member, G.K. BUTTERFIELD. 

George Kenneth BUTTERFIELD’s roots 
run deep in eastern North Carolina. He 
is the product of the Wilson County 
Public Schools. He interrupted his col-
lege career at North Carolina Central 
University to serve in the United 
States Army. He returned a few years 
later, went on to law school. 

His career in private law practice 
spanned 15 years before he was elected 
to the Superior Court in 1988. Governor 
Easley appointed Justice BUTTERFIELD, 
widely respected by lawyers, judges, ju-
rors and citizens, to the Supreme Court 
of North Carolina in 2001. 

In the course of his distinguished ju-
dicial career, Mr. BUTTERFIELD has 
served as vice president of the North 
Carolina Bar and president of the Asso-
ciation of Black Lawyers. 

He is deeply involved in his home 
community of Wilson, North Carolina, 
from his Baptist church to local job 
training programs and child care. 

The next phase of Justice 
BUTTERFIELD’s career will combine his 
commitment to public service with his 
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expertise in the law. He knows the 
issues that matter to eastern North 
Carolinians. I know that his contribu-
tions as a Member of Congress will be 
significant, and we look forward to 
working with him. 

Congratulations to G.K. 
BUTTERFIELD. 

Mr. COBLE. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present to 
my colleagues in the House the newly 
elected Member from North Carolina’s 
First Congressional District, the Hon-
orable G.K. BUTTERFIELD. 

f 

EXPRESSING GRATITUDE AND 
THANKS FOR THE OPPORTUNITY 
TO SERVE AS REPRESENTATIVE 
FOR THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

(Mr. BUTTERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. COBLE), the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) and to the 
other Members of this august body. It 
is my honor to join the 108th Congress 
to represent the citizens of the First 
District of North Carolina. 

It has been a long night. Yesterday 
was election day in the First District, 
and I have the privilege of winning 
both the special election and the 
Democratic primary. I have traveling 
with me today many members of my 
family, friends and supporters. They 
are seated in the gallery. I would like 
to take this rare privilege to be able to 
point to them and to say to them, 
Thank you, thank you, thank you. 

Mr. Speaker, North Carolina’s First 
District is located in the northeastern 
part of our State. It is a largely rural 
community that once thrived upon to-
bacco as its main product. Tobacco 
farmers in North Carolina are facing a 
crisis that this Congress is now ad-
dressing. 

The people of the First District are 
no different from your constituents. 
They want our government to work to 
enable all people to experience the 
American dream. Therefore, I look for-
ward, Mr. Speaker, and my colleagues, 
to working with each of you as we 
serve our respective districts and as we 
serve America. 

Thank you, thank you, thank you. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(c) of 
rule XX, the Chair announces to the 
House that, in light of the administra-
tion of the oath to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD), the 
whole number of the House is adjusted 
to 435. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Under the previous order of the 
House, 5-minute voting will resume. 

TAX SIMPLIFICATION FOR AMER-
ICA’S JOB CREATORS ACT OF 2004 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 4840. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4840, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 405] 

YEAS—424 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 

Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 

Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Brown (OH) 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 

Ferguson 
Lewis (GA) 
Majette 
Ney 

Quinn 
Reynolds 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 2 
minutes remain in this vote. 

b 1747 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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MILITARY HOUSING 

IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2004 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The pending business is the ques-
tion of suspending the rules and pass-
ing the bill, H.R. 4879. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4879, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 423, nays 0, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 406] 

YEAS—423 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gephardt 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 

Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 

Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brown (OH) 
Carson (IN) 
Collins 
Deutsch 

Ferguson 
Kennedy (RI) 
Majette 
Ney 

Quinn 
Reynolds 
Tauzin 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote. 

b 1755 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, on July 21, 2004, I 
was unable to be present for rollcall vote No. 
404, on agreeing to the Conference Report to 

H.R. 2443, the Coast Guard and Maritime 
Transportation Act of 2003; rollcall vote No. 
405, on final passage of H.R. 4840, the Tax 
Simplification for America’s Job Creators Act 
of 2004; and rollcall vote No. 406, on final 
passage of H.R. 4879, the Military Housing 
Improvement Act. Had I been present I would 
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote No. 404, 
‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote No. 405, and ‘‘yes’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 406. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on additional motions to suspend 
the rules on which a recorded vote or 
the yeas and nays are ordered, or on 
which the vote is objected to under 
clause 6 of rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken tomorrow. 

Furthermore, the following votes 
postponed yesterday will be taken to-
morrow: 

H.R. 4175, by the yeas and nays; 
H. Res. 728, by the yeas and nays; and 
Motion to instruct on H.R. 1308. 

f 

SUPPORTING GOALS OF NATIONAL 
MARINA DAY 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 647) supporting 
the goals of National Marina Day and 
urging marinas to continue providing 
environmentally friendly gateways to 
boating. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 647 

Whereas the people of the United States 
highly value their recreational time and 
their ability to access the waterways of the 
United States, one of the Nation’s greatest 
natural resources; 

Whereas in 1928, the National Association 
of Engine and Boat Manufacturers first used 
the word ‘‘marina’’ to describe a recreational 
boating facility; 

Whereas the United States is home to more 
than 12,000 marinas that contribute substan-
tially to local communities by providing safe 
and reliable gateways to boating; 

Whereas the marinas of the United States 
serve as stewards of the environment and ac-
tively seek to protect the waterways that 
surround them for the enjoyment of this gen-
eration and generations to come; 

Whereas the marinas of the United States 
provide communities and visitors with a 
place where friends and families, united by a 
passion for the water, can come together for 
recreation, rest, and relaxation; and 

Whereas the Marina Operators Association 
of America has designated August 14, 2004 as 
‘‘National Marina Day’’ to increase aware-
ness among citizens, policymakers, and 
elected officials about the many contribu-
tions that marinas make to communities: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) supports the goals of National Marina 
Day; and 

(2) urges that the marinas of the United 
States continue to provide environmentally 
friendly gateways to boating for the people 
of the United States. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 647, which was 
introduced by our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL), pro-
claims the House of Representatives’ 
support for the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Marina Day and urges marina 
owners and operators to continue their 
strong stewardship of the marine envi-
ronment so that this Nation’s waters 
may be enjoyed by recreational boaters 
for generations to come. 

August 14 is National Marina Day, 
and this is a perfect resolution to be 
considering in the week prior to the 
August recess. Throughout the coun-
try, Americans of every economic class 
are using their summer vacations to 
enjoy their own recreational boats or 
to charter time on professionally oper-
ated vessels. 

The vast majority of boat owners do 
not have their own docks, and many 
boaters hire vessels rather than owning 
their own vessels. Therefore, without 
the Nation’s 12,000 marinas and the 
services they provide, many of these 
boaters would be unable to maintain, 
operate, and enjoy their recreational 
boating. In turn, by providing dock 
space and services to the Nation’s boat 
owners and operators, marinas provide 
140,000 jobs and generate significant 
tax revenue. 

As the resolution states, marinas are 
places where friends and families, 
united by a passion for the water, can 
come together for recreation, rest, and 
relaxation. Certainly in this summer 
season, we should support the goals 
and ideals of such places. 

I want to commend our colleague, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
DEAL), for introducing this resolution. 
I urge our colleagues to cast an ‘‘aye’’ 
vote to support the goals and ideals of 
National Marina Day. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I, too, rise in support of H. Res. 647, 
designating August 14 as National Ma-
rina Day. Like many Members of this 
House, I have a marina in my district. 
I am joined with all those who, over 
the United States, have 12,000 of them. 

These marinas, of course, provide a 
home to millions of boats and provide 
millions of Americans with access to 
the ocean, bays, rivers, and lakes in 
the United States; and as we heard, 
they also provide jobs for over 140,000 
of us. 

When we are in our districts next 
month, we will likely see our constitu-
ents relaxing on the water because 
they have access to that water through 
the marina. 

These marinas will be celebrating 
National Marina Day with boating 
safety demonstrations, environmental 
demonstrations, fishing rodeos, and 
marina open houses. What is a fishing 
rodeo? I wrote it, but I just do not 
know what I mean. 

In a time of heightened security, ma-
rina owners across the Nation are 
working with the Coast Guard to help 
improve security on our waterways by 
keeping an eye out for aggressive tac-
tics and unusual activities on the 
water. They are on the water everyday 
and know when something appears un-
usual, and they will call the Coast 
Guard. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it is entirely fitting 
and appropriate for the U.S. House of 
Representatives to recognize the con-
tributions that marinas make to mari-
time safety, our national economy, our 
national enjoyment. 

I urge my colleagues to support H. 
Res. 647, designating August 14 as Na-
tional Marina Day. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FILNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman was inquiring about a fish-
ing rodeo. That is catch-and-release 
fishery. You cast out and catch fish 
and weigh them. 

Mr. FILNER. It is not riding them? 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Then you throw 

them back into the water, not throw 
them but you put them gently back 
into the water. You kiss the fish when 
you put it back in. 

Mr. FILNER. I thank the gentleman. 
I am glad I yielded to him. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman from 
Ohio understands what is kissing the 
fish and putting it back in, especially 
in Lake Erie. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FILNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, in 
Ohio we always had trouble finding the 
little saddles necessary to accommo-
date the fish rodeos. They are very pop-
ular in Ohio as well. 

Mr. FILNER. Do I have to wear stir-
rups or whatever? 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to yield such time as he 
might consume to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. DEAL), the author of this 
resolution. 

b 1800 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
would say, if the gentleman would 
come to Lake Lanier in north Georgia, 
we have some fish big enough to ride in 
Lake Lanier. We will provide the sad-
dles. Fishing rodeos are big business, 
and they attract a lot of people to the 
sport of fishing. 

On August 14, we will celebrate the 
third annual National Marina Day. 
This annual celebration promotes the 

United States’ 12,000 marinas and 
strives to educate all of us, politicians, 
civic leaders and the public, about the 
important roles that marinas play in 
the waterfront communities across 
America. 

During the first year, 80 marinas in 
23 States participated in National Ma-
rina Day. Last year, the celebration 
spread to 150 marinas in 25 States. This 
year again marks another significant 
opportunity to recognize marina opera-
tors and their industry’s role and con-
tributions to America’s water recre-
ation. 

National Marina Day offers local ma-
rina operators the opportunity to host 
events to bring tens of thousands of 
people to our country’s marinas. These 
marinas are gateways to boating and 
help maintain the natural environ-
ments that we enjoy. 

In my district, Lake Lanier is home 
to 10 marinas, and I am proud to recog-
nize Kirby Cay Scheimann of the 
Aqualand Marina in Flowery Branch, 
Georgia, as the National Marina Day 
chairman. The marinas in my district, 
like other marinas throughout the 
country, provide an economic invest-
ment in the lake, boat storage, boat 
events, and a wealth of local knowledge 
for visitors to the lake. These marinas 
serve in our State as the area’s gate-
way to Georgia’s Great Lake. 

This resolution supports the goals of 
National Marina Day and recognizes 
the value marinas play as gateways to 
boating and as stewards of the environ-
ment. This resolution commends mari-
nas as places where Americans can 
visit with family and friends and come 
together for recreation, rest, and relax-
ation. 

Congress and all of us as Members of 
Congress are in a unique position to 
support these goals. When the National 
Association of Engine and Boat Manu-
facturers first used the word ‘‘marina’’ 
in 1928, it was defined simply as a rec-
reational boating facility. Today, how-
ever, marinas are much more. They 
have become an integral part not only 
of American recreation, but also of 
American life. They are strong, vibrant 
communities of families and friends 
united by a shared passion for the 
water. 

I urge adoption of the resolution. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the resolu-

tion before us recognizes National Marina Day 
on August 14, 2004. 

There are more than 12,000 marinas in the 
United States providing safe harbor for mil-
lions of recreational vessels that operate on 
the lakes and navigable waters of the United 
States. These marinas include boatyards, 
yacht clubs, and public and private mooring 
basins across the United States. Marinas in 
the United States provide employment for 
more than 140,000 Americans. 

Perhaps most importantly, marinas provide 
a means for millions of Americans to relax and 
enjoy themselves boating. 

National Marina Day is a time to celebrate 
the history of marinas and boating and to look 
to the future of this vibrant industry. National 
Marina Day activities across the United States 
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will include environmental demonstrations, 
youth center events, fishing rodeos, boating 
safety demonstrations, and marina open 
houses. 

National Marina Day is going to be cele-
brated from Maine to Florida; from Maryland to 
Los Angeles, CA. Marinas participating in the 
celebration include marinas from the Marriott 
Marina in San Diego to the Constitution Ma-
rina in Boston. 

Marina owners are working closely with the 
United States Coast Guard to step up vigi-
lance at their facilities to improve security on 
U.S. waterways. These efforts include looking 
out for aggressive activities, attempts to gain 
access to vessels without proper identification, 
fixtures attached to structures, unusual diving 
operations, and vehicles and vessels in un-
usual locations. 

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting for the U.S. House 
of Representatives to recognize the ongoing 
contribution of marina operators in the United 
States to our economy, our security, our envi-
ronment, and most of all, for providing us with 
a way of enjoying a day on the beautiful wa-
terways of the United States. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Resolu-
tion. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge passage of the resolution, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and agree to the resolution, 
H. Res. 647. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3313, MARRIAGE PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2004 

Mrs. MYRICK (during consideration 
of H. Res. 647), from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 108–623) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 734) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3313) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to limit Federal 
Court jurisdiction over questions under 
the Defense of Marriage Act, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4613, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005 

Mrs. MYRICK (during consideration 
of H. Res. 647), from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 108–624) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 735) waiving points of order 
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 4613) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-

tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

HIPOLITO F. GARCIA FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES 
COURTHOUSE 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3884) to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse 
located at 615 East Houston Street in 
San Antonio, Texas, as the ‘‘Hipolito 
F. Garcia Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse’’. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3884 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building and United States 
courthouse located at 615 East Houston 
Street in San Antonio, Texas, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Hipolito F. 
Garcia Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the Federal building and 
United States courthouse referred to in sec-
tion 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building and 
United States Courthouse’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3884, introduced by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GON-
ZALEZ), designates the Federal Building 
and United States Courthouse located 
at 615 East Houston Street, San Anto-
nio, Texas, as the Hipolito F. Garcia 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse. 

Judge Garcia was born in San Anto-
nio, Texas, on December 4, 1925, and 
grew up in a neighborhood a few blocks 
from the very courthouse that will now 
bear his name. After serving his coun-
try in the Army from 1943 to 1945, 
Judge Garcia attended St. Mary’s Uni-
versity School of Law. He graduated in 
1951 and began working for Bexar Coun-
ty, Texas, as the Assistant Criminal 
Attorney, a position he held until 1963. 

After a short time practicing law pri-
vately, Judge Garcia served as Judge 
to the county court in 1964 and State 
district court until 1974. Judge Garcia’s 
career culminated in 1981 when Presi-
dent Carter appointed him to the 
United States District Court for the 
Western District of Texas. He sadly 
passed away on January 16, 2002. 

Judge Garcia is remembered as a 
man who treated everyone with respect 
and remained humble despite his high 
position. He served his country in arms 

and in justice, and he was the first 
Mexican American to serve as a United 
States District Judge in the Western 
District of Texas. 

This is a fitting tribute to a dedi-
cated public servant. I support this leg-
islation and urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3884 is a bill to des-
ignate the Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse located at 615 East 
Houston Street, San Antonio, Texas, as 
the Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building 
and United States Courthouse. 

The bill was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ). 
Judge Garcia was born on December 14, 
1925, in San Antonio. He recently died 
in January, 2002. He was educated at 
public schools, and in 1951 received his 
law degree from St. Mary’s University 
School of Law. During World War II, he 
served in the United States Army. 

His professional career included 
being Deputy District Clerk for Bexar 
County, Assistant Criminal Attorney, 
and Judge for the County-Court-at- 
Law. In 1979, President Carter nomi-
nated him for the Federal bench, and 
he was confirmed by the Senate in 1980. 

Judge Garcia was an inspiration and 
role model. He broke barriers and 
earned a place in history as the first 
Mexican American to serve as a United 
States District Court Judge in the 
Western District of Texas. Despite his 
status, he remained humble and was 
known for treating everyone with dig-
nity and respect. 

He was an outstanding public servant 
who mentored young lawyers, pro-
viding sage advice and counsel. Judge 
Garcia was an exemplary public serv-
ant, and this dedication honors his con-
tributions to the citizens of San Anto-
nio and Texas. 

I support H.R. 3884 and strongly urge 
its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ), 
the author of the bill. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Alaska 
(Chairman YOUNG), the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE), and the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON) for bringing this bill 
to the floor. 

I could go over all of Hippo’s accom-
plishments, and I say ‘‘Hippo’’ with the 
greatest affection and respect. Few 
people ever referred to him by formal 
title because he would not have it. And 
if he were alive and we were honoring 
him in this fashion today, he would 
probably be a little humbled and em-
barrassed. 
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Mr. Speaker, I will keep my remarks 

brief, but a man of the caliber and de-
cency of Hippo Garcia deserves a cou-
ple of minutes to recognize his true 
contribution. Members have heard of 
his professional accomplishments, his 
sacrifices and contributions to the 
legal profession, to the city and the 
State and to this country, but I would 
like to bring out the human side of 
Hippo, that he was probably one of the 
most decent human beings one could 
ever meet. 

He was a mentor and second father to 
many young San Antonio lawyers. I 
had the privilege of practicing before 
him when he was a county court law 
judge, a State district court judge, and 
then he moved to the Federal level. 
Many of us sought counsel with Hippo, 
a brave and wise man. We all had our 
first trials in Hippo’s court. My first 
nonjury trial, which I lost, my first 
jury trial, which I also lost, come to 
think of it; but somehow it was a 
learning experience for everyone. 

In the era of determinative sen-
tences, mandatory guidelines, Hippo 
was an individual that still had a great 
deal of compassion and understanding 
and exercised that kind of discretion in 
such a responsible manner to make all 
of us proud. 

Many people say the last thing we 
want is a liberal activist judge. I am 
here to tell Members that Hippo Garcia 
was a liberal activist judge. And what 
I mean by that is, his rulings always 
exhibited a liberal dose of humanity 
and decency and compassion. He was 
an activist, no doubt, and that activ-
ism was in the pursuit of justice. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank every-
one who made this possible. Of course, 
the building we are naming is right 
across from the Alamo, which is a fit-
ting location, so that everyone that 
passes by there will always remember 
the great sacrifices of the defenders of 
the Alamo, and look up and see Hippo’s 
name on the Federal Building and re-
member the great contributions of a 
great man by the name of Hipolito Gar-
cia. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ). 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3884 which 
would name the San Antonio Federal 
Courthouse after the Honorable 
Hipolito F. Garcia, better known to 
San Antonians as Hippo Garcia. 

He was a native of San Antonio, and 
entered high school unable to speak 
English. Through hard work and deter-
mination, he became the first Mexican 
American to be named a Federal judge 
for the Western District. After grad-
uating from high school, he served in 
the Army and on his return to civilian 
life, he earned a law degree. 

With his diploma in hand, he 
launched his career as assistant dis-
trict attorney. Years later, Judge Gar-
cia was recognized by President Carter 
who nominated him to the Federal 

bench in 1980. Following his confirma-
tion by the United States Senate, he 
served as a U.S. District Judge for the 
Western District. 

Judge Garcia, better known as Hippo 
Garcia, dedicated more than 50 years of 
his life pursuing the cause of justice 
and inspired many people along his 
path. Over the course of his extraor-
dinary life, Judge Garcia blazed new 
trails for Americans of Hispanic de-
scent and brought incomparable integ-
rity, fairness and intelligence to his 
courtroom. He is a highly respected ju-
rist who has earned this permanent 
honor. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this legislation as we commemorate 
his achievements, Judge Hippo Garcia. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3884, a bill to designate the fed-
eral building and United States Courthouse lo-
cated at 615 East Houston St., San Antonio 
Texas as the Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Build-
ing and United States Courthouse. 

Hipolito Garcia was a native Texan, born in 
San Antonio in 1925. Judge Garcia received 
his law degree from St. Mary’s University 
School of Law in 1951. He was nominated by 
President Carter to the federal bench in 1979 
and was confirmed by the U.S. Senate in 
1980. Judge Garcia was the first Hispanic 
judge for the Western District of Texas where 
he served with distinction for over two dec-
ades. 

Hipolito Garcia was renowned for his fair-
ness, professionalism, and his commitment to 
public service. He was part of the ‘‘Greatest 
Generation’’, serving in the Army during World 
War II. Prior to his appointment to the federal 
bench, Judge Garcia worked as an assistant 
district attorney and as a county court-at-law 
judge. Throughout his accomplished career, 
he remained humble and proud of his San An-
tonio roots. 

I thank Congressman GONZALEZ for intro-
ducing this legislation. It is a fitting tribute to 
an outstanding jurist and public servant. I sup-
port the bill and urge its passage. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to cosponsor with Representative GON-
ZALEZ legislation that designates the Federal 
building and courthouse located in downtown 
San Antonio, Texas, as the ‘‘Hipolito F. Garcia 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house’’. 

Judge Hipolito Garcia—known to his friends 
as ‘‘Hippo’’—led an amazing life and career. 
He was born to immigrant parents in down-
town San Antonio, just two blocks from the 
United States Courthouse where he served as 
a United States District Judge for over 20 
years. 

Despite the challenges of learning English, 
and of being one of the few Hispanic students 
at his high school, he excelled and graduated 
as the most popular member of his class. 

Judge Garcia served our nation in the U.S. 
Army in World War II. He went on to receive 
a law degree from St. Mary’s University and 
then became a respected member of the San 
Antonio legal community. 

After serving as a County Court-at-Law 
judge, and then as a State District Court judge 
in Bexar County, Judge Garcia was appointed 
a federal judge in the Western District of 
Texas. He served on that bench more than 
twenty years. 

In addition to his professional accomplish-
ments, Hippo Garcia was a light in our com-
munity. He befriended many young attorneys, 
sharing his time, his knowledge, and his innu-
merable stories. 

Judge Garcia loved the law and our home-
town of San Antonio. It is fitting that we should 
name the federal courthouse in his honor. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in support 
of this legislation. 

If my colleagues or constituents want to 
know more about this remarkable man, I’ve 
made a part of the record a eulogy given by 
a good friend, James R. Nowlin, a federal 
judge now on senior status. It does strike me 
that while Judge Nowlin was in good company 
with Judge Garcia, the reverse was true as 
well. 

[January 19, 2002] 
MEMORIAL, JUDGE H.F. ‘‘HIPPO’’ GAR-

CIA, FIFTH CIRCUIT JUDICIAL CON-
FERENCE, 2002 

(By James R. Nowlin) 
From the time I was a 24-year-old guy in 

San Antonio, Texas, until recent years, 
whenever I would be driving Judge Garcia to 
a restaurant, to a meeting, to the court-
house—whenever we crossed a street or 
walked a slippery sidewalk, his favorite ex-
pression was always: ‘‘Careful what you do.’’ 
I know that he is looking over my shoulder 
now with that same direction. Hippo, I will 
be careful, but I will not hide the bright 
light you brought to this world. As you often 
said to me after a fine meal and a few glasses 
of wine: 

‘‘My candle burns at both ends; 
It will not last the night; 
But ah, my foes, and oh, my friends— 
It gives such a lovely light’’ 

I will not burden you with many of the bio-
graphical details we can all find in Justices 
and Judges of the United States Courts. Let 
me rather attempt to briefly share with you 
some of that lovely light. 

A 17th century French writer proclaimed: 
‘‘As uncommon a thing as true love is, it is 
yet easier to find than true friendship.’’ For 
more than 35 years I was blessed with that 
uncommon thing—a true friendship with the 
kindest, most generous, most humorous, 
most gentle, most practically intelligent 
person I have ever met. His name: Hipolito 
Frank Garcia, short in stature, respectable 
in girth, but with a heart larger than the 
earth itself. Common as the surname ‘‘Gar-
cia’’ is in San Antonio and South Texas, this 
‘‘Garcia’’ was no ordinary man. He was one 
of a kind. 

Hippo was born on December 4, 1925, of im-
migrant parents in a small home just two 
blocks from the United States Courthouse 
where he served as an active United States 
District Judge for just short of 22 years. He 
spoke little English prior to entering a high 
school in San Antonio where he was about 
the only Hispanic student. His low key drive 
to compete, excel, and make friends en-
deared him to his fellow students who, un-
able to pronounce his given name ‘‘Hipolito’’ 
simply called him ‘‘Hippo.’’ The young, bash-
ful, non-English speaking student who en-
tered Brackenridge High School in 1939 grad-
uated as the most popular member of his 
class, served with distinction with the Third 
Armored Division, United States Army in 
Germany during World War II, and received 
a law degree from St. Mary’s University 
School of Law. His college and law school ca-
reer was thanks to the GI Bill and his work 
as a janitor at the law school after hours. In 
addition to his love of and respect for the 
law, he loved to read Shakespeare, became a 
recognized scholar of the American Civil War 
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and read every biography of Abraham Lin-
coln ever written. Not bad for a once skinny, 
non-English speaking kid from San Antonio, 
Texas. 

Hippo was continually fascinated with the 
English language and in our hundreds of 
lunches and dinners over the past 35 years re-
galed me with stories of San Antonio’s social 
and political past. As a young, green lawyer 
I was not only enthralled with his stories 
and his jokes but I found it amazing that a 
county judge would spend time with me. 
There were over the year’s dozens of young 
men and women who had the same experi-
ences with ‘‘The Judge’’ and felt equally 
honored. 

He told me of his ancestors and their fight 
for independence in Mexico; of his relatives 
who were associated with Pancho Villa; of 
what it was like to grow up in San Antonio 
as a Mexican-American child not speaking 
English; of landmarks in the City of San An-
tonio that I had not noticed or simply for-
gotten; of being beaten up by a group of 
thugs when he was working a polling place 
for Henry B. Gonzalez, in his early efforts as 
the first Hispanic political leader in San An-
tonio to win important elective public office; 
and of his Spanish speaking mother’s reac-
tion when he tried to explain to her that he 
had just become a county court-at-law judge: 
‘‘How many times have I told you, I don’t 
want you to be no policeman!’’ 

For some reason, I distinctly recall a story 
about a small theater in downtown San An-
tonio where Hippo, as a child would go on 
Saturdays not only for entertainment but to 
try and learn English—I think it was known 
as the State Theater. That was only when he 
had the dime required for the ticket. He told 
me about a stage show at that theater that 
occurred every Saturday. He watched in awe 
as several dancers did a vaudeville routine 
with brooms and sang ‘‘sweep, sweep, sweep 
the cobwebs off the moon.’’ Those musical 
English words intrigued him and stayed with 
him the rest of his life and occasionally, 
after a glass or two of his favorite wine, he 
would sing those lyrics to the surprise of his 
dinner companions. 

I and many other more important people 
were beneficiaries of his constant effort to 
help young lawyers begin the practice of law. 
He was the founding father of the ‘‘Hippos 
Baseball Team’’ whose benched players in-
clude judges (including our own Ed Prado 
and John Primomo), congressmen and suc-
cessful businessmen. His patience, his fair-
ness, his teaching by example, his un-
matched generosity was not limited to law-
yers. Over the years I witnessed first-hand 
his financial gifts (which he fictionally 
called ‘‘loans’’) to young men and women 
who needed help to pay tuition or to provide 
the necessities of life in order to go to school 
or stay in school. He would seldom speak 
about these things but would rather joke 
that, human nature being what it is, some of 
those beneficiaries of his generosity would 
probably run against him some day. It never 
happened. 

If there is a good restaurant in San Anto-
nio that Hippo did not frequent I am not 
aware of it. The measure of a good res-
taurant: superior food and plentiful white 
wine. As one restaurant owner told me: 
‘‘Hippo loves to eat more than anyone I’ve 
ever known.’’ Menus at the Judge’s favorite 
restaurants are replete with dishes named 
after him. From ‘‘Hippo’s Meat Loaf’’ to Tex- 
Mex dishes to lavish desserts, he left his 
mark on the bills of fare. Perhaps the place 
of greatest enjoyment for him was a res-
taurant at which a well-known local jazz 
band played. ‘‘Hippo’s Song,’’ the jazz ren-
dition of his favorite hymn, ‘‘Just A Closer 
Walk With Thee,’’ was announced and played 
at least once each night. As requested by 

Judge Hippo, a member of that jazz band 
played a solo rendition of the hymn at his fu-
neral. 

Hippo’s secret weapon for most all of his 
success and scores of friendships I concluded 
was his unique ability to listen, to sym-
pathize and associate himself with another’s 
problems and challenges. Then he would tell 
a funny story. From what I know, he would 
not have succeeded in the priesthood but he 
would have been one Hell of a bartender! 

In the early hours of the morning of 
January16, 2002, Hippo Garcia, a fine judge 
but more importantly, a great human being, 
without any doubt joined the Saint for whom 
he was named and all the saints in Heaven. 
His favorite restaurants and the wineries of 
the world will now need their own economic 
stimulus package. For his immediate family, 
his dozens of godchildren, his legions of 
fiends, and those many who, but for Hippo, 
might have stumbled and failed in life, there 
is a tremendous sense of loss and a painful 
void. I feel it every day. 

Never fear—in the words of ‘‘Hippo’s Song’’ 
he has been ‘‘gently, safely guided to Thy 
kingdom shore’’ and is ‘‘ever walking close 
to Thee.’’ There is a table set in Heaven with 
several empty chairs, plates of meatloaf, 
mashed potatoes with real butter, and full 
glasses of Chablis. He’s saving a place for us: 
but when you pull out the chair and prepare 
to sit, remember ‘‘careful what you do.’’ In 
the meantime, I look up and I think I can al-
most see a great judge, the funniest man on 
earth, my best friend ‘‘sweep, sweep, sweep-
ing the cobwebs off the moon.’’ 

In June 1996, in recognition of his leader-
ship and ‘‘invaluable public service to his 
state and nation’’ then Governor George W. 
Bush signed a Proclamation allowing Judge 
Garcia to be buried in the Texas State Ceme-
tery at Austin, Texas. He lies thirty feet 
from Stephen F. Austin at the top of Repub-
lic Hill, the first Mexican-American to be 
buried in this historic section of the Ceme-
tery. 

‘‘Green be the turf above thee, 
Friend of my better days! 
None knew thee but to love thee, 
Nor named thee but in praise.’’ 

May he rest in peace. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge passage of the bill, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3884. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

JUDGE WILLIAM B. BRYANT 
ANNEX TO THE E. BARRETT 
PRETTYMAN FEDERAL BUILDING 
AND UNITED STATES COURT-
HOUSE 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 4294) to designate the annex 
to the E. Barrett Prettyman Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse 
located at 333 Constitution Ave. North-
west in Washington, District of Colum-
bia, as the ‘‘Judge William B. Bryant 

Annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse,’’ as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4294 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house located at 333 Constitution Avenue 
Northwest in the District of Columbia shall 
be known and designated as the ‘‘William B. 
Bryant Annex’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the annex referred to in sec-
tion 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘‘William B. Bryant Annex’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4294, introduced by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) designates the 
annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse as the William B. Bryant 
Annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse. 

Judge Bryant was born in Alabama, 
but raised in Washington, D.C. He at-
tended public schools here in the Dis-
trict, and graduated from Dunbar High 
School. He received both his bachelor 
and law degrees from Howard Univer-
sity. 

In 1943, like many of his generation, 
he entered the United States Army re-
ceiving a commission as a first lieuten-
ant. He was honorably discharged in 
1947, having attained the rank of lieu-
tenant colonel. 

After 18 years in private practice, 
marked by a brief period with the De-
partment of Justice, William Bryant 
was appointed to the United States 
District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia in 1965. 

In 1977, Judge Bryant became the 
first African American to serve as the 
Chief Judge for the D.C. District Court. 
Judge Bryant took senior status in 1982 
although he continued to hear cases 
long after many others would have re-
tired. 

I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) for being persistent in 
bringing this bill to the floor to honor 
a distinguished jurist. 

This is a fitting tribute to a re-
spected judge. I urge my colleagues to 
support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

b 1815 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. I 
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should begin by thanking the leader-
ship of the House and my own leader-
ship for the way they have accommo-
dated me in bringing this bill forward 
quickly. I especially thank the chair-
man of our subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE), 
for so readily agreeing to manage this 
bill and bring it forward, because it 
comes forward under rather special and 
unusual circumstances. 

The judge for whom this courthouse 
is to be named would by any standard 
be regarded as a historic figure in the 
Federal judiciary and in the judiciary 
of this city. H.R. 4294, a bill to name 
the annex of the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building, which houses the 
United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia for William B. 
Bryant, is what is before us. Judge Bry-
ant is a former chief judge of the Dis-
trict Court, the first African American 
to hold the post, a longtime D.C. resi-
dent and graduate of the D.C. public 
schools with a distinguished legal ca-
reer, who currently serves as a senior 
judge. The annex is under construction 
at Constitution and Pennsylvania Ave-
nues Northwest and when completed 
early next year will provide much- 
needed state-of-the-art courtrooms and 
judges’ chambers. 

H.R. 4294 has an unusual origin. The 
chief judge of the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Colum-
bia, for himself and the members of the 
trial court, visited my office to request 
that the annex under construction for 
the E. Barrett Prettyman Federal 
Building be named for senior U.S. Dis-
trict Court judge William B. Bryant. 
Judge Bryant was unaware of the de-
sires and actions of his colleagues who 
unanimously agreed to request that 
the annex be named for the judge. 

It is rare that Congress names a 
courthouse or an annex for a judge who 
has served in that court and even more 
rare for a judge who is still sitting. 
Judge Bryant’s colleagues, who know 
his work and his temperament best, 
have found a particularly appropriate 
way for our city and our country to 
celebrate the life and accomplishments 
of a great judge who has had an his-
toric impact on the law and on his 
court. I know Judge Bryant personally. 
I know his reputation in this city and 
in the law. And I know that the request 
to name the annex for Judge Bryant re-
flects deep respect for his unusually 
distinguished life at the bar. 

Judge Bryant began his career in pri-
vate practice in the segregated Wash-
ington of the 1940s and 1950s when Afri-
can American lawyers were barred 
from membership in the District of Co-
lumbia Bar Association and from using 
the bar law library. He established his 
legal reputation as a partner in the leg-
endary African American law firm of 
Houston, Bryant & Gardner and taught 
at Howard University law school. 

His reputation as an extraordinary 
trial lawyer led to his appointment as 
the first African American assistant 
U.S. Attorney for the District of Co-

lumbia. He rose to become the first Af-
rican American to serve as chief judge 
of the U.S. District Court whose mem-
bers now ask that the annex be named 
for Judge Bryant. 

For his representation of criminal de-
fendants in private practice, Judge 
Bryant was admired as one of the city’s 
best and most respected litigators. 
Among his many notable cases is the 
landmark Mallory v. United States 
where the Supreme Court ruled that an 
arrested person must be promptly 
brought before a judicial officer. 

Judge Bryant graduated from the 
D.C. public schools, Howard University, 
and the Howard University School of 
Law where he was first in his class. 
After graduation, Judge Bryant served 
as chief research assistant to Dr. Ralph 
Bunche when Dr. Bunche worked with 
Gunnar Myrdal, the famous Swedish 
economist, in his studies of American 
racial issues. Judge Bryant served in 
the United States Army during World 
War II and was honorably discharged as 
a lieutenant colonel in 1947. 

Judge Bryant, who is 92, took senior 
status in 1982. He raised a family, but 
as Chief Judge Thomas Hogan wrote, 
‘‘lost his beloved wife, Astaire, and now 
lives alone, with this court and the law 
as the center of his life.’’ 

I am grateful to our judges of the 
United States District Court here for 
the thoughtful proposal that the annex 
to their court be named for Judge Wil-
liam B. Bryant. The residents of this 
city that Judge Bryant has served so 
well, the judges of the United States 
District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, and the members of the bar 
here would be particularly pleased. I 
am delighted that Senator Patrick 
Leahy, ranking member of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, has sponsored 
the bill in the Senate; and I urge quick 
approval to give honor to one of the 
great judges of our court. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4294, a bill to des-
ignate the annex to the Prettyman Courthouse 
in Washington, D.C., as the Judge William B. 
Bryant Annex. I thank Chairmen YOUNG and 
LATOURETTE for their graciousness and sup-
port in moving this bill to the Floor in such an 
expeditious manner. 

Judge Bryant, who is 92 years old, is an 
icon in District legal circles. He practiced law 
in the 1940s and 1950s when the city was 
segregated. He could not join the D.C. Bar As-
sociation or use its facilities. Yet, he has 
achieved great stature as a trial lawyer and 
enjoys an enviable reputation. 

Judge Bryant is a lifelong D.C. resident who 
attended public schools and Howard Law 
School, where he graduated first in his class. 
He began his legal career in private practice 
in the District with the legendary African Amer-
ican law firm of Houston, Bryant, and Gardner. 
In 1965, he was nominated by President John-
son to the Federal bench and was confirmed 
by the U.S. Senate in August of that year. 
Judge Bryant is the first African American to 
hold the post of Chief Judge. 

During his long, productive legal career 
Judge Bryant also served as the first African 
American Assistant U.S. Attorney for the Dis-

trict, and has taught at Howard Law School. 
He is also a World War II veteran, serving in 
the Army from 1943 until 1947. 

The judges of the U.S. District Court in the 
District of Columbia unanimously agreed to 
name the annex in honor of Judge Bryant and 
approached Congresswoman NORTON for her 
help. 

Judge Bryant’s civil career is extraordinary. 
He is a role model, a mentor, a loyal friend 
and advisor. It is fitting and just that Judge 
William Bryant be honored with this designa-
tion. 

I support H.R. 4294 and urge its passage. 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4294, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to designate the 
annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse located at 333 Constitution 
Avenue Northwest in the District of 
Columbia as the ‘William B. Bryant 
Annex’ ’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H. Res. 647, H.R. 3884 and H.R. 4294, 
the matters that we have just been dis-
cussing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

COMMERCIAL AVIATION MANPADS 
DEFENSE ACT OF 2004 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4056) to encourage the establish-
ment of both long-term and short-term 
programs to address the threat of man- 
portable air defense systems 
(MANPADSs) to commercial aviation, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4056 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Commercial 
Aviation MANPADS Defense Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) MANPADSs constitute a threat to mili-

tary and civilian aircraft. 
(2) The threat posed by MANPADSs re-

quires the development of both short-term 
and long-term plans. 
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(3) The threat posed by MANPADSs re-

quires an international as well as domestic 
response. 

(4) There should be an international effort 
to address the issues of MANPADSs pro-
liferation and defense. 

(5) The Government is pursuing and should 
continue to pursue diplomatic efforts to pre-
vent the proliferation of MANPADSs. 
SEC. 3. UNITED STATES POLICY ON NON-

PROLIFERATION AND EXPORT CON-
TROL. 

(a) TO LIMIT AVAILABILITY AND TRANSFER 
OF MANPADS.—The President shall pursue, 
on an urgent basis, further strong inter-
national diplomatic and cooperative efforts, 
including bilateral and multilateral treaties, 
in the appropriate forum to limit the avail-
ability, transfer, and proliferation of 
MANPADSs worldwide. 

(b) TO LIMIT THE PROLIFERATION OF 
MANPADS.—The President is encouraged to 
seek to enter into agreements with the gov-
ernments of foreign countries that, at a min-
imum, would— 

(1) prohibit the entry into force of a 
MANPADS manufacturing license agreement 
and MANPADS co-production agreement, 
other than the entry into force of a manufac-
turing license or co-production agreement 
with a country that is party to such an 
agreement; 

(2) prohibit, except pursuant to transfers 
between governments, the export of a 
MANPADS, including any component, part, 
accessory, or attachment thereof, without an 
individual validated license; and 

(3) prohibit the re-export or retransfer of a 
MANPADS, including any component, part, 
accessory, or attachment thereof, to a third 
person, organization, or government unless 
the written consent of the government that 
approved the original export or transfer is 
first obtained. 

(c) TO ACHIEVE DESTRUCTION OF 
MANPADS.—The President should continue 
to pursue further strong international diplo-
matic and cooperative efforts, including bi-
lateral and multilateral treaties, in the ap-
propriate forum to assure the destruction of 
excess, obsolete, and illicit stocks of 
MANPADSs worldwide. 

(d) REPORTING AND BRIEFING REQUIRE-
MENT.— 

(1) PRESIDENT’S REPORT.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the President shall transmit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report 
that contains a detailed description of the 
status of diplomatic efforts under sub-
sections (a), (b), and (c) and of efforts by the 
appropriate United States agencies to com-
ply with the recommendations of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office set forth in its report 
GAO-04-519, entitled ‘‘Nonproliferation: Fur-
ther Improvements Needed in U.S. Efforts to 
Counter Threats from Man-Portable Air De-
fense Systems’’. 

(2) ANNUAL BRIEFINGS.—Annually after the 
date of submission of the report under para-
graph (1) and until completion of the diplo-
matic and compliance efforts referred to in 
paragraph (1), the Secretary of State shall 
brief the appropriate congressional commit-
tees on the status of such efforts. 
SEC. 4. FAA AIRWORTHINESS CERTIFICATION OF 

MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS FOR 
COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable, 
but not later than, the date of completion of 
Phase II of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s counter-man-portable air defense 
system (MANPADS) development and dem-
onstration program, the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration shall 
establish a process for conducting airworthi-
ness and safety certification of missile de-
fense systems for commercial aircraft cer-

tified as effective and functional by the De-
partment of Homeland Security. The process 
shall require a certification by the Adminis-
trator that such systems can be safely inte-
grated into aircraft systems and ensure air-
worthiness and aircraft system integrity. 

(b) CERTIFICATION ACCEPTANCE.—Under the 
process, the Administrator shall accept the 
certification of the Department of Homeland 
Security that a missile defense system is ef-
fective and functional to defend commercial 
aircraft against MANPADSs. 

(c) EXPEDITIOUS CERTIFICATION.—Under the 
process, the Administrator shall expedite the 
airworthiness and safety certification of 
missile defense systems for commercial air-
craft certified by the Department of Home-
land Security. 

(d) REPORTS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the first airworthiness and safety certifi-
cation for a missile defense system for com-
mercial aircraft is issued by the Adminis-
trator, and annually thereafter until Decem-
ber 31, 2008, the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration shall transmit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate a report that contains a de-
tailed description of each airworthiness and 
safety certification issued for a missile de-
fense system for commercial aircraft. 
SEC. 5. PROGRAMS TO REDUCE MANPADS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is encour-
aged to pursue strong programs to reduce 
the number of MANPADSs worldwide so that 
fewer MANPADSs will be available for trade, 
proliferation, and sale. 

(b) REPORTING AND BRIEFING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the President 
shall transmit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report that contains a 
detailed description of the status of the pro-
grams being pursued under subsection (a). 
Annually thereafter until the programs are 
no longer needed, the Secretary of State 
shall brief the appropriate congressional 
committees on the status of programs. 

(c) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out this section. 
SEC. 6. MANPADS VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENTS 

REPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall trans-
mit to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a 
report describing the Department of Home-
land Security’s plans to secure airports and 
the aircraft arriving and departing from air-
ports against MANPADSs attacks. 

(b) MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.—The Sec-
retary’s report shall address, at a minimum, 
the following: 

(1) The status of the Department’s efforts 
to conduct MANPADSs vulnerability assess-
ments at United States airports at which the 
Department is conducting assessments. 

(2) How intelligence is shared between the 
United States intelligence agencies and Fed-
eral, State, and local law enforcement to ad-
dress the MANPADS threat and potential 
ways to improve such intelligence sharing. 

(3) Contingency plans that the Department 
has developed in the event that it receives 
intelligence indicating a high threat of a 
MANPADS attack on aircraft at or near 
United States airports. 

(4) The feasibility and effectiveness of im-
plementing public education and neighbor-
hood watch programs in areas surrounding 
United States airports in cases in which in-
telligence reports indicate there is a high 
risk of MANPADS attacks on aircraft. 

(5) Any other issues that the Secretary 
deems relevant. 

(c) FORMAT.—The report required by this 
section may be submitted in a classified for-
mat. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on International Relations, and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate. 

(2) MANPADS.—The term ‘‘MANPADS’’ 
means— 

(A) a surface-to-air missile system de-
signed to be man-portable and carried and 
fired by a single individual; and 

(B) any other surface-to-air missile system 
designed to be operated and fired by more 
than one individual acting as a crew and 
portable by several individuals. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA) and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
4056, which is entitled the Commercial 
Aviation MANPADS Defense Act. 
Again, MANPADS stands for man-port-
able air defense systems. It is also an 
acronym for shoulder-launched mis-
siles. 

There are two significant threats to 
commercial aviation today: first of all, 
there is the threat of explosives carried 
on board a civil aviation aircraft; and 
then there is the second significant 
threat which is shoulder-fired missiles. 
The legislation before us tonight ad-
dresses one of those issues, the growing 
terrorist MANPADS threat. It address-
es four different problems that we face 
with this threat. 

First of all, most of the Members 
may be aware that the administration 
has launched, with Congress’ urging, 
an extensive research and development 
program, and that program has been 
expedited to develop a shoulder- 
launched missile defensive system to 
put on our commercial aircraft. 

But the number one problem that we 
face even if we finish the research and 
development of that system today, the 
defensive system, is putting that sys-
tem on an aircraft and getting it cer-
tified. So the first front and first prob-
lem that this bill addresses is an expe-
dited FAA certification of an anti-
missile system that is currently being 
developed. The second part of this com-
prehensive piece of legislation deals 
with increasing multinational treaties 
and agreements to stem MANPADS 
and shoulder-launched missile pro-
liferation. 

We know and we have been told even 
with the conflict in the Middle East 
that there are a great number of 
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MANPADS available on the world mar-
ket. We must do everything possible to 
stop the proliferation of them, and this 
encourages multinational treaties and 
agreements. 

And, third, encouraging MANPADS 
market acquisition. This is a buy-back 
program. This legislation also requests 
the administration and those involved 
in buy-back programs to continue and 
expand those programs. And then the 
fourth part about this is that we know 
that these defensive systems that we 
can put on aircraft are a good step for-
ward, we know that multilateral agree-
ments and cooperation will bring 
MANPADS out of the market and we 
know that the buy-back program will 
work, but we still are at risk and we 
know that these systems even when 
fully developed do not cover us for all 
types of attack and the fourth part of 
this legislation promotes ground-based 
systems. So we look at another protec-
tive layer in the threat that we face. 

While it may be difficult to attack 
domestic aviation in light of the cur-
rent security measures that we have 
put in place, the availability of 
MANPADS weapons of terror is still a 
great cause for concern. This has been 
demonstrated repeatedly, most re-
cently by the November 2002 attack in 
Kenya, by the 2003 attack on the DHL 
plane in Baghdad, and also most re-
cently in August of 2003 by the arrest 
in New York City of three men accused 
in a plot to smuggle shoulder-fired mis-
siles into the United States. 

Last year at the direction of Con-
gress, DHS began an aggressive re-
search and development program to as-
sess the viability of an antimissile 
technology for use in commercial avia-
tion passenger aircraft. The adminis-
tration’s current $100 million research 
and development program and efforts 
to work through issues unique to our 
commercial aviation system and our 
commercial aircraft, I am pleased, are 
making very significant progress. We 
expect to have a recommendation on 
the viability, feasibility, and costs as-
sociated with these systems sometime 
next year. After that, these systems 
will need to be expeditiously FAA-cer-
tified for installation on our commer-
cial aircraft. 

It is also necessary, I have said, that 
we keep these destructive weapons out 
of the hands of terrorists. Other alter-
natives to protect our airlines and our 
airports must also be explored. That is 
why I, along with the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL), 
introduced H.R. 4056. This bill now is 
an interim solution and an interim 
measure addressing, again, problems 
that we face with this threat. It en-
courages continued actions to reduce 
the number of these weapons that are 
available to those who would do us 
harm. 

We have worked closely with the 
Committee on International Relations 
and the gentleman from Illinois (Chair-
man HYDE) to strengthen and clarify 

the provisions in the legislation deal-
ing with international cooperative ef-
forts. This bill makes clear that the ad-
ministration must take additional 
steps to reduce the security risks cre-
ated by shoulder-launched missile sys-
tems. It also encourages strong inter-
national diplomatic and cooperative ef-
forts to limit the proliferation of these 
MANPADS as well as the continuation 
of our programs, as I have said, that 
would help us reduce the number of 
shoulder-launched missiles worldwide. 
The bill also requires the FAA to expe-
dite their airworthiness certification of 
the missile defense systems for our 
commercial aircraft. 

Finally, H.R. 4056 requires the De-
partment of Homeland Security to re-
port back to Congress within a year on 
the vulnerability assessment reports 
they are conducting at our airports 
throughout the United States and on 
how they are responding to the General 
Accounting Office’s recommendations 
to prevent the proliferation of 
MANPADS. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) and also the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ISRAEL) for their hard 
work on this bill. I also want to thank 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Chairman DON YOUNG and Inter-
national Relations Chairman HENRY 
HYDE for their cooperation and work. 

This measure takes several impor-
tant steps in dealing with the 
MANPADS terrorist threat. It is a good 
bill, it is a bipartisan bill; and there-
fore I urge passage and adoption of 
H.R. 4056, as amended. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I thank the gentleman from Florida 
for his leadership on this issue. He has 
raised this issue persistently, both in 
closed and open settings, with any and 
all officials who might be able to help 
us begin to deal more effectively with 
this growing threat. 

b 1830 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from New York, whom we will hear 
from in just a few moments, for his 
leadership and persistence on this 
issue. 

Many Americans are not particularly 
aware of this threat. We are talking 
about a threat that can be transported 
in something not much bigger than a 
golf bag, and in fact, some of the ear-
lier versions of this weapon are avail-
able on the black market for not much 
more than a cheap set of golf clubs, not 
even a stand-up set of Calloways, but 
much less expensive clubs. So the pro-
liferation, the availability, the port-
ability, the concealability of these 
weapons is a major threat. 

We go on from there to the fact that 
they have been utilized more times 
than many would know. Over the last 
25 years, it is estimated there have 
been, as mentioned, as many as 35 at-

tempts to shoot down civilian aircraft 
resulting in the loss of 24 aircraft and 
500 deaths, something again little 
known to most Americans and mem-
bers of the flying public worldwide. 

Last November, a DHL Airbus A300 
was severely damaged over Baghdad, 
actually losing hydraulics and flight 
controls after being hit by a missile. 
Having visited Iraq, where I was flown 
in on a propeller plane because they 
have less of a heat signature than a jet 
and having done the spiral-down over 
Baghdad, and that is an experience 
that all of our troops who have not 
come in by land have had in being de-
ployed to Baghdad, one realizes the 
magnitude of this threat. 

The war has unleashed hundreds 
more of these missiles onto the black 
market in Iraq and the Middle East. 
Our friends, the Chinese, are counter-
feiting some of the most effective and 
efficient versions of this missile pro-
duced by the Russians and the United 
States of America. As they are so good 
at counterfeiting, the Chinese have 
counterfeited them, and as usual, they 
are proliferating them into very uncon-
trolled and potentially problematic 
markets to clients who might use these 
in ways that are inimical to commer-
cial aviation worldwide. 

So there is a real and growing threat. 
There is no simple solution. The tech-
nology that is being utilized by the 
military can be quite effective. It is 
not technology that is immediately 
transferrable to civilian aircraft, and 
the chairman has tried to deal with 
that in two different ways: one, with 
the development and testing of defen-
sive systems; the other with the man-
date that when systems do become 
available and viable that the FAA not 
take its usual 3 to 5 years to certify 
them, but in fact, that these be expe-
dited on a basis far quicker than most 
technologies are certified by the FAA 
so they could become available to com-
mercial aviation. 

The chairman has already raised the 
issue of buy-backs, particularly for the 
older versions of these missiles, not the 
new Chinese counterfeits, but the oth-
ers. They could be bought for very lit-
tle on the market, and that would be a 
wise way to begin to deal with the pro-
liferation. 

International agreements, like other 
agreements, land mines, which unfor-
tunately neither the Clinton adminis-
tration nor the Bush administration 
has been willing to sign onto, but mod-
eled on other international agree-
ments, we could begin to rein in the 
proliferation of these weapons and 
their availability. Perhaps we could 
even get the attention of the Chinese 
for once, so that they would not be pro-
liferating them. 

The other issue, as I said earlier, is 
that we need to continue to research 
new measures. This is not the only 
threat to civilian aviation, which both 
the chairman and I recognize. We are 
very worried about the threat of explo-
sives that are carried or smuggled on 
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board airplanes, and there is much 
more that needs to be done there, 
which we have covered in a number of 
hearings and it is not appropriate to go 
into at this point in time. But this is 
yet another part of the threat which 
cannot be ignored. 

I, again, appreciate the chairman’s 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL), who has been a 
leader on this issue; and it was his ef-
forts, in good part, that have led us 
here this evening. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

And let me thank both the chairman 
and the ranking member for their ex-
traordinary bipartisan leadership on 
this issue. It was an honor to work 
with both of them as an original co-
sponsor of this vital homeland security 
and national security measure. I am 
very proud to stand with them tonight 
in support of this legislation to protect 
America’s flying public from the very 
real threat of shoulder-fired missiles. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said in the past 
that the proliferation of shoulder-fired 
missiles is so great and the risk is so 
high that we have to go on offense and 
defense at the same time. And that is 
exactly what this measure does. 

Intelligence officials have published 
estimates that there are roughly 
500,000 portable shoulder-fired missiles 
available worldwide in the hands of 27 
separate terrorist organizations, in-
cluding al Qaeda. And as we have heard 
before, shoulder-fired missiles have al-
ready been used to shoot down com-
mercial aircraft outside of the United 
States. Reports from the CIA, the 
State Department, and other govern-
ment agencies indicate that shoulder- 
fired missiles have hit at least dozens 
of civilian aircraft since the 1970s and 
killed hundreds of people. 

I have heard on other occasions that 
it is better to attack terrorists there 
than here. And if we agree with that 
argument on the global war on terror, 
then certainly it should apply to how 
we approach the tools of terror, shoul-
der-fired missiles. In fact, when it 
comes to shoulder-fired missiles, we 
have to reduce the threat in both 
places and reduce that threat expedi-
tiously. 

Here, it is essential that we accel-
erate our efforts to equip our planes 
with antimissile countermeasures, and 
that is why this bill includes provisions 
asking the FAA to accelerate the proc-
ess for certifying defensive systems to 
protect against the terrorists of shoul-
der-fired missiles. 

And elsewhere in the world, we have 
to aggressively pursue the implementa-
tion of international treaties to con-
trol the proliferation of shoulder-fired 
missiles. Ultimately, this is a supply- 

and-demand issue, and American trav-
elers will not be safe until we control 
both the supply and the demand. 

Just recently, the GAO reported that 
the United States needs to do more 
work within multilateral forums to es-
tablish mechanisms for assessing for-
eign governments’ implementation of 
their commitments to reduce the pro-
liferation of shoulder-fired missiles. 
According to that report, the State De-
partment has led U.S. efforts to obtain 
commitments from member countries, 
the Group of Eight, the Asian Pacific 
Economic Cooperation summit, and 
others to strengthen export controls 
and security of MANPADS, but compli-
ance with those commitments is en-
tirely voluntary, and the forums lack 
mechanisms to verify that members 
implement those very commitments. 

This legislation requires the Presi-
dent to report on efforts to comply 
with recommendations contained in 
the GAO report on nonproliferation. It 
also encourages the President to pur-
sue strong international diplomatic 
and cooperative efforts, including mul-
tilateral and bilateral treaties, to limit 
the availability, transfer, and pro-
liferation of shoulder-fired missiles, to 
seek the destruction of excess, obso-
lete, and illicit shoulder-fired missiles; 
and it also expedites that FAA certifi-
cation process for our planes here at 
home. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to 
wait until the day after a catastrophe 
to begin to act, and that is why passage 
of this bill tonight is so welcomed and 
so important. 

Once again, I want to applaud the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman MICA) and the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), the rank-
ing member, for their leadership on 
this issue. I want to thank them for in-
cluding me in this issue. I want to 
thank the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations for their work, and 
I urge all of our colleagues to support 
this vitally important homeland secu-
rity measure. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
the House to adopt this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

To close here, Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, I want to thank both the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) 
and the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) for their work. This is not a 
partisan issue. This is an issue in the 
best interest of this Nation. 

We have done things to make the 
traveling public who use aviation, 
which is so important to the economy 
of this Nation, safe. We have secured 
cockpit doors. We have air marshals on 
board. We have trained pilots to arm 
and defend their aircraft. 

So we have taken measures, and I 
think even passengers who fly would 

never knowingly allow an aircraft to be 
overtaken. So the threat is not that 
type of threat that we faced September 
11, and we know terrorists are always 
looking one step ahead to do damage to 
us. So this is an important complement 
to what the administration has done. 

We have a $160 million research and 
development program to expedite pro-
ducing defensive systems that can be 
used on commercial aircraft, and that 
is important. It gives us one more 
means of defense against a great ter-
rorist threat. 

Will we be able to put these on every 
aircraft? No. Are we able to put an air 
marshal on every aircraft? No. Does 
this cost us money? Yes, it is going to 
cost us money. But stop to think of the 
cost of one commercial airline being 
blown out of the sky by a shoulder- 
launched missile. 

Eleven percent of our gross domestic 
product, the entire economy of this 
country, is really directly related and 
indirectly related to our aviation in-
dustry, jobs by the millions. And since 
September 11, we hear 3 million jobs. I 
guarantee that we could find 11⁄2 to 2 
million jobs that were lost just in avia-
tion by the loss of four commercial air-
craft. 

So we have lessons to learn, and I 
have brought to the floor, in closing, 
the Kenya missile attack in November 
of 2002 in Mombasa. Not one, but two 
shoulder-launched missiles were 
launched on that date against an 
Israeli commercial charter aircraft; 
and this was also timed with a ground 
attack where people were killed, but 
hundreds would have perished had they 
been successful here. This is in Kenya 
on another continent. 

However, even more recently, this is 
a DHL commercial airliner that left 
Baghdad in November, 2003, and was 
hit. So far, we have been lucky. So far, 
we have been fortunate. This aircraft 
also survived this terrorist attack. But 
we know there are more of these shoul-
der-launched missiles available on the 
open market than ever before. 

So the provision of the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) helps in 
getting international cooperation. 

And again I thank the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) for putting 
a broad-based measure together that 
will fill in the gaps to provide us one 
more layer of protection against a po-
tential terrorist attack. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the RECORD 
at this point an exchange of letters be-
tween the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), chairman of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) regarding H.R. 4056. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS, 

Washington, DC, June 21, 2004. 
Hon. DON YOUNG, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure, House of Representatives, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I have reviewed the 
text of H.R. 4056, the ‘‘Commercial Aviation 
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MANPADS Defense Act of 2004,’’ as ordered 
reported from the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure on May 12, 2004. 
The Committee on International Relations 
has jurisdiction under Rule X over certain 
provisions of this bill contained in Section 3, 
International Cooperative Efforts and Sec-
tion 5, Programs to Reduce MANPADS. 

Recognizing your wish that the House of 
Representatives consider this critical bill as 
soon as possible, and noting the continued 
strong spirit of cooperation between our 
Committees, I will forego seeking a sequen-
tial referral of H.R. 4056 for the Committee 
on International Relations. However, 
waiving the Committee on International Re-
lations’ right to a referral in this case does 
not waive the Committee’s jurisdiction over 
any provision in H.R. 4056 or similar provi-
sions in other bills. In addition, I ask that 
you support my request to have the Com-
mittee on International Relations rep-
resented on the conference on this bill, if a 
conference is necessary. Finally, I ask that 
you include this letter in the Congressional 
Record during the debate on this bill. 

I appreciate your leadership and coopera-
tion on this bill, and I look forward to work-
ing with you to ensure that H.R. 4056 is en-
acted into law soon. 

HENRY J. HYDE, 
Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, June 23, 2004. 
Hon. HENRY HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, Rayburn House Office Building, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of June 21, 2004, regarding H.R. 4056, 
the ‘‘Commercial Aviation MANPADS De-
fense Act of 2004’’, and for your willingness 
to waive consideration of the provisions in 
the bill that fall within your Committee’s ju-
risdiction under House Rules. 

I agree that your waiving consideration of 
these provisions of H.R. 4056 does not waive 
your Committee’s jurisdiction over the bill. 
I also acknowledge your right to seek con-
ferees on any provisions that are under your 
Committee’s jurisdiction during any House- 
Senate conference on H.R. 4056 or similar 
legislation, and will support your request for 
conferees on such provisions. 

As you request, your letter and this re-
sponse will be included in the Record when 
the bill is considered in the House. 

Thank you for your cooperation in moving 
this important legislation to the House 
Floor. 

Sincerely, 
DON YOUNG, 

Chairman. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4056, the Commercial Aviation 
MANPADs Defense Act (CAMDA). 

Shoulder-fired missiles pose a serious threat 
to commercial aviation. Al Qaeda, through its 
actions, has clearly expressed the desire to 
strike at commercial aircraft with man-portable 
air defense systems, or MANPADs, and has 
trained its members to use them. Moreover, 
there is some evidence suggesting possible Al 
Qaeda links to two recent incidents involving 
MANPADs: 

In May 2002, a Saudi security patrol found 
a spent SA–7 tube inside a security fence at 
Prince Sultan Airbase; 

In November 2002, two shoulder-fired mis-
siles were launched against a chartered Israeli 
Boeing 757–300 departing Kenya. 

MANPADs have proliferated into the hands 
of terrorists and insurgents. In fact, the num-

ber of MANPADs that cannot be accounted 
for—has greatly increased over the last year 
due largely to our war with Iraq. 

We also know that commercial aircraft are 
vulnerable. It has been estimated that over the 
last 25 years there have been as many as 35 
attempts to shoot down civilian aircraft, result-
ing in the loss of 24 aircraft and 500 deaths. 
There is evidence to suggest that, in at least 
a few instances, multengine jets have been 
destroyed by MANPADs. And just last Novem-
ber, a DHL Airbus A–300 was severely dam-
aged over Baghdad—actually losing hydraulics 
and flight controls—after being hit by a shoul-
der-fired missile. 

The bill now before us was introduced by 
Aviation Subcommittee Chairman MICA, Rank-
ing Member DEFAZIO and Mr. ISRAEL. 

The bill would require the President to pur-
sue strong international diplomatic and coop-
erative efforts, including bilateral and multilat-
eral treaties, that would limit the transfer and 
proliferation as well as encourage the destruc-
tion of MANPADs. This provision was inspired 
largely by our colleague from New York, Mr. 
ISRAEL. Based on suggestions by our col-
leagues on the International Relations Com-
mittee, the bill has been amended to provide 
greater detail on the types of international co-
operative and diplomatic measures the Presi-
dent should pursue. 

The Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) is currently involved in a $120 million 
research effort to develop airborne antimissile 
defense countermeasures for commercial air-
craft. CAMDA will expedite the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) airworthiness and 
safety certification process for these 
cuontermeasure systems. 

CAMDA also encourages the President to 
pursue programs to reduce the number of 
MANPADs worldwide. 

Additionally, CAMDA requires the DHS to 
report to the House Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee and the Senate Com-
merce Committee on the status of MANPAD 
vulnerability assessments that it is conducting 
at U.S. airports. The DHS will also report on 
any contingency plans that have been devel-
oped in the event that we receive indications 
that there is a high threat of a MANPAD at-
tack. 

I thank Chairman MICA, Ranking Member 
DEFAZIO, and Mr. ISRAEL for their strong lead-
ership on this issue, and I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4065, The Man-Port-
able Surface-to-Air Missiles Defense Act. 

In response to the September 11, 2001, at-
tacks, Congress passed the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act (ATSA) to ensure 
the safety of airline passengers. 

This legislation expanded the federal air 
marshal program, required that all cockpit 
doors be strengthened, armed pilots, in-
creased screening of passengers and required 
increased screening of passenger baggage 
using explosive detection systems. 

Congressional efforts have, in large part, fo-
cused on in-flight safety and airport security, 
but an important vulnerability still exists. Com-
mercial airliners are vulnerable to attacks from 
man-portable surface-to-air missiles during 
each takeoff and landing. 

Man-portable surface-to-air missiles are un-
fortunately accessible and relatively inexpen-
sive; on the black market, the systems can be 

purchased for less than $100,000. Thousands 
of man-portable surface-to-air missiles exist 
around the world, many in the hands of guer-
rilla and terrorist groups. These groups have 
already demonstrated their intent to use man- 
portable surface-to-air missiles on civilian air-
craft on more than one occasion. 

The Dallas-Fort Worth Airport, which is the 
sixth largest airport in the country, is located 
in my congressional district. Millions of airline 
passengers travel through DFW airport each 
year, and I am concerned about this vulner-
ability. 

That is why I am a proud cosponsor of 
Chairman MICA’s Commercial Aviation Man 
Portable Surface-to-Air Missiles Defense Act 
of 2004. 

This legislation will help to protect airline 
passengers and crew from the man-portable 
surface-to-air missiles threat. H.R. 4065 re-
quires the FAA to expedite airworthiness cer-
tification of the missile defense systems for 
commercial aircraft. 

Additionally, it requires that the Department 
of Homeland Security report to Congress 
about the vulnerability assessment reports 
they are conducting at U.S. airports. DHS is 
also directed to report any recommendations 
that are issued regarding ground-based de-
fense policies or procedures. 

The Man-Portable Surface-to-Air Missiles 
Defense Act urges the President to continue 
working with our international diplomatic part-
ners to reduce or eliminate the availability of 
man-portable surface-to-air missiles world-
wide. 

Again, I would like to reiterate my support 
for the Man-Portable Surface-to-Air Missiles 
Defense Act and urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4056, which urges the 
President, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
and the Department of Homeland Security to 
move forward with the protection of commer-
cial aircraft from MANPADS attacks. I want to 
commend my colleague from Florida for intro-
ducing this critical legislation that not only pro-
tects commercial aircraft here in the United 
States but also takes an aggressive step to 
encourage the rest of the world to increase 
their own safety measures concerning air trav-
el. 

It is imperative that we in Congress realize 
that heat-seeking infrared surface-to-air mis-
siles currently held by terrorist organizations 
pose an imminent threat to commercial air-
craft. The terrorist use of MANPADS has re-
sulted in the deaths of more than 350 innocent 
people. When in possession of those intending 
to inflict harm, MANPADS are extremely effec-
tive and extremely dangerous. An estimated 
27 terrorist organizations are known to have 
heat-seeking missiles, and over 500,000 pro-
duced worldwide can easily be purchased on 
the black market for $25,000 to $50,000. 

Last year, I worked with the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security to se-
cure funds for this crucial program to be ap-
plied on commercial aircraft. Chairman ROG-
ERS generously provided $60 million for fiscal 
year 2004 and has added funds again in this 
year’s Homeland Security appropriations bill. 
There are MANPADS defense systems in de-
velopment right now across the country includ-
ing a facility in Rolling Meadows, IL, which is 
in my district. This system is already being 
used and has been proven to be effective on 
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our C–17 military aircraft. In order to protect 
our larger military aircraft, the Department of 
Defense has already spent close to $1 billion 
developing and deploying systems that defeat 
this threat on numerous large body aircraft. 

The Commercial Aviation MANPADS De-
fense Act of 2004 takes the next step in the 
process of ensuring that every commercial air-
craft is equipped with these antimissile de-
vices. The bill readies our airports for the im-
plementation of these defense systems and 
goes even further in the defense against 
MANPADS attacks by establishing programs 
to reduce the number of MANPADS worldwide 
so that fewer of these missiles will be avail-
able for trade and sale. 

Once again I would like to commend Rep-
resentative MICA for introducing this legislation 
and urge my colleagues to vote in favor of the 
bill. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4056, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4056. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

b 1845 

NORTH KOREAN HUMAN RIGHTS 
ACT OF 2004 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4011) to promote human rights 
and freedom in the Democratic Peo-
ple’s Republic of Korea, and for other 
purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4011 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘North Ko-
rean Human Rights Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

Sec. 3. Findings. 
Sec. 4. Purposes. 
Sec. 5. Definitions. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

Sec. 101. Sense of Congress regarding nego-
tiations with North Korea. 

Sec. 102. Support for human rights and de-
mocracy programs. 

Sec. 103. Radio broadcasting to North Korea. 
Sec. 104. Actions to promote freedom of in-

formation. 
Sec. 105. United Nations Commission on 

Human Rights. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS 

IN NEED 
Sec. 201. Report on United States humani-

tarian assistance. 
Sec. 202. Assistance provided inside North 

Korea. 
Sec. 203. Assistance provided outside of 

North Korea. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
Sec. 301. United States policy toward refu-

gees and defectors. 
Sec. 302. Eligibility for refugee or asylum 

consideration. 
Sec. 303. Facilitating submission of applica-

tions for admission as a ref-
ugee. 

Sec. 304. United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees. 

Sec. 305. Annual reports. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) According to the Department of State, 

the Government of North Korea is ‘‘a dicta-
torship under the absolute rule of Kim Jong 
Il’’ that continues to commit numerous, seri-
ous human rights abuses. 

(2) The Government of North Korea at-
tempts to control all information, artistic 
expression, academic works, and media ac-
tivity inside North Korea and strictly cur-
tails freedom of speech and access to foreign 
broadcasts. 

(3) The Government of North Korea sub-
jects all its citizens to systematic, intensive 
political and ideological indoctrination in 
support of the cult of personality glorifying 
Kim Jong Il and the late Kim Il Sung that 
approaches the level of a state religion. 

(4) The Government of North Korea divides 
its population into categories, based on per-
ceived loyalty to the leadership, which de-
termines access to food, employment, higher 
education, place of residence, medical facili-
ties, and other resources. 

(5) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[t]he [North Korean] Penal Code is 
[d]raconian, stipulating capital punishment 
and confiscation of assets for a wide variety 
of ‘crimes against the revolution,’ including 
defection, attempted defection, slander of 
the policies of the Party or State, listening 
to foreign broadcasts, writing ‘reactionary’ 
letters, and possessing reactionary printed 
matter’’. 

(6) The Government of North Korea exe-
cutes political prisoners, opponents of the re-
gime, some repatriated defectors, some 
members of underground churches, and oth-
ers, sometimes at public meetings attended 
by workers, students, and schoolchildren. 

(7) The Government of North Korea holds 
an estimated 200,000 political prisoners in 
camps that its State Security Agency man-
ages through the use of forced labor, beat-
ings, torture, and executions, and in which 
many prisoners also die from disease, starva-
tion, and exposure. 

(8) According to eyewitness testimony pro-
vided to the United States Congress by 
North Korean camp survivors, camp inmates 
have been used as sources of slave labor for 

the production of export goods, as targets for 
martial arts practice, and as experimental 
victims in the testing of chemical and bio-
logical poisons. 

(9) According to credible reports, including 
eyewitness testimony provided to the United 
States Congress, North Korean Government 
officials prohibit live births in prison camps, 
and forced abortion and the killing of new-
born babies are standard prison practices. 

(10) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[g]enuine religious freedom does not exist 
in North Korea’’ and, according to the 
United States Commission on International 
Religious Freedom, ‘‘[t]he North Korean 
state severely represses public and private 
religious activities’’ with penalties that re-
portedly include arrest, imprisonment, tor-
ture, and sometimes execution. 

(11) More than 2,000,000 North Koreans are 
estimated to have died of starvation since 
the early 1990s because of the failure of the 
centralized agricultural and public distribu-
tion systems operated by the Government of 
North Korea. 

(12) According to a 2002 United Nations-Eu-
ropean Union survey, nearly one out of every 
ten children in North Korea suffers from 
acute malnutrition and four out of every ten 
children in North Korea are chronically mal-
nourished. 

(13) Since 1995, the United States has pro-
vided more than 2,000,000 tons of humani-
tarian food assistance to the people of North 
Korea, primarily through the World Food 
Program. 

(14) Although United States food assist-
ance has undoubtedly saved many North Ko-
rean lives and there have been minor im-
provements in transparency relating to the 
distribution of such assistance in North 
Korea, the Government of North Korea con-
tinues to deny the World Food Program 
forms of access necessary to properly mon-
itor the delivery of food aid, including the 
ability to conduct random site visits, the use 
of native Korean-speaking employees, and 
travel access throughout North Korea. 

(15) The risk of starvation, the threat of 
persecution, and the lack of freedom and op-
portunity in North Korea have caused large 
numbers, perhaps even hundreds of thou-
sands, of North Koreans to flee their home-
land, primarily into China. 

(16) North Korean women and girls, par-
ticularly those who have fled into China, are 
at risk of being kidnapped, trafficked, and 
sexually exploited inside China, where many 
are sold as brides or concubines, or forced to 
work as prostitutes. 

(17) The Governments of China and North 
Korea have been conducting aggressive cam-
paigns to locate North Koreans who are in 
China without permission and to forcibly re-
turn them to North Korea, where they rou-
tinely face torture and imprisonment, and 
sometimes execution. 

(18) Despite China’s obligations as a party 
to the 1951 United Nations Convention Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees and the 1967 
Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees 
China routinely classifies North Koreans 
seeking asylum in China as mere ‘‘economic 
migrants’’ and returns them to North Korea 
without regard to the serious threat of perse-
cution they face upon their return. 

(19) The Government of China does not pro-
vide North Koreans whose asylum requests 
are rejected a right to have the rejection re-
viewed prior to deportation despite its obli-
gations under the 1951 United Nations Con-
vention Relating to the Status of Refugees 
and the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Status 
of Refugees. 

(20) North Koreans who seek asylum while 
in China are routinely imprisoned and tor-
tured, and in some cases killed, after they 
are returned to North Korea. 
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(21) The Government of China has de-

tained, convicted, and imprisoned foreign aid 
workers attempting to assist North Korean 
refugees, including the Reverend Choi Bong 
Il, in proceedings that did not comply with 
Chinese law or international standards. 

(22) In January 2000, North Korean agents 
inside China allegedly abducted the Rev-
erend Kim Dong-shik, a United States per-
manent resident and advocate for North Ko-
rean refugees, whose condition and where-
abouts remain unknown. 

(23) Between 1994 and 2003, South Korea has 
admitted approximately 3,800 North Korean 
refugees for domestic resettlement, a num-
ber small in comparison with the total num-
ber of North Korean escapees, but far greater 
than the number legally admitted by any 
other country. 

(24) Although the principal responsibility 
for North Korean refugee resettlement natu-
rally falls to the Government of South 
Korea, the United States should play a lead-
ership role in focusing international atten-
tion on the plight of these refugees, and for-
mulating international solutions to that pro-
found humanitarian dilemma. 

(25) In addition to infringing the rights of 
its own citizens, the Government of North 
Korea has been responsible in years past for 
the abduction of numerous citizens of South 
Korea and Japan, whose condition and 
whereabouts remain unknown. 
SEC. 4. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to promote respect for and protection of 

fundamental human rights in North Korea; 
(2) to promote a more durable humani-

tarian solution to the plight of North Korean 
refugees; 

(3) to promote increased monitoring, ac-
cess, and transparency in the provision of 
humanitarian assistance inside North Korea; 

(4) to promote the free flow of information 
into and out of North Korea; and 

(5) to promote progress toward the peaceful 
reunification of the Korean peninsula under 
a democratic system of government. 
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate. 

(2) CHINA.—The term ‘‘China’’ means the 
People’s Republic of China. 

(3) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘‘humanitarian assistance’’ means assistance 
to meet humanitarian needs, including needs 
for food, medicine, medical supplies, cloth-
ing, and shelter. 

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North 
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea. 

(5) NORTH KOREANS.—The term ‘‘North Ko-
reans’’ means persons who are citizens or na-
tionals of North Korea. 

(6) SOUTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘South 
Korea’’ means the Republic of Korea. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

SEC. 101. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING NE-
GOTIATIONS WITH NORTH KOREA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the human 
rights of North Koreans should remain a key 
element in future negotiations between the 
United States, North Korea, and other con-
cerned parties in Northeast Asia. 
SEC. 102. SUPPORT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND DE-

MOCRACY PROGRAMS. 
(a) SUPPORT.—The President is authorized 

to provide grants to private, nonprofit orga-
nizations to support programs that promote 
human rights, democracy, rule of law, and 

the development of a market economy in 
North Korea. Such programs may include ap-
propriate educational and cultural exchange 
programs with North Korean participants, to 
the extent not otherwise prohibited by law. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
SEC. 103. RADIO BROADCASTING TO NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the United States should fa-
cilitate the unhindered dissemination of in-
formation in North Korea by increasing its 
support for radio broadcasting to North 
Korea, and that the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors should increase broadcasts to 
North Korea from current levels, with a goal 
of providing 12-hour-per-day broadcasting to 
North Korea, including broadcasts by Radio 
Free Asia and Voice of America. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report that— 

(1) describes the status of current United 
States broadcasting to North Korea; and 

(2) outlines a plan for increasing such 
broadcasts to 12 hours per day, including a 
detailed description of the technical and fis-
cal requirements necessary to implement the 
plan. 
SEC. 104. ACTIONS TO PROMOTE FREEDOM OF IN-

FORMATION. 
(a) ACTIONS.—The President is authorized 

to take such actions as may be necessary to 
increase the availability of information in-
side North Korea by increasing the avail-
ability of sources of information not con-
trolled by the Government of North Korea, 
including sources such as radios capable of 
receiving broadcasting from outside North 
Korea. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out subsection (a). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 3 years thereafter, the Secretary 
of State, after consultation with the heads of 
other appropriate Federal departments and 
agencies, shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report, in classi-
fied form, on actions taken pursuant to this 
section. 
SEC. 105. UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION ON 

HUMAN RIGHTS. 
It is the sense of Congress that the United 

Nations has a significant role to play in pro-
moting and improving human rights in 
North Korea, and that— 

(1) the United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights (UNCHR) has taken positive 
steps by adopting Resolution 2003/10 and Res-
olution 2004/13 on the situation of human 
rights in North Korea, and particularly by 
requesting the appointment of a Special 
Rapporteur on the situation of human rights 
in North Korea; and 

(2) the severe human rights violations 
within North Korea warrant country-specific 
attention and reporting by the United Na-
tions Working Group on Arbitrary Deten-
tion, the Working Group on Enforced and In-

voluntary Disappearances, the Special 
Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary, or 
Arbitrary Executions, the Special 
Rapporteur on the Right to Food, the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on the Promotion and Pro-
tection of the Right to Freedom of Opinion 
and Expression, the Special Rapporteur on 
Freedom of Religion or Belief, and the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on Violence Against Women. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS IN 

NEED 
SEC. 201. REPORT ON UNITED STATES HUMANI-

TARIAN ASSISTANCE. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 2 years thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, in conjunction with 
the Secretary of State, shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that describes— 

(1) all activities to provide humanitarian 
assistance inside North Korea, and to North 
Koreans outside of North Korea, that receive 
United States funding; 

(2) any improvements in humanitarian 
transparency, monitoring, and access inside 
North Korea during the previous 1-year pe-
riod, including progress toward meeting the 
conditions identified in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 202(b); and 

(3) specific efforts to secure improved hu-
manitarian transparency, monitoring, and 
access inside North Korea made by the 
United States and United States grantees, 
including the World Food Program, during 
the previous 1-year period. 

(b) FORM.—The information required by 
subsection (a)(1) may be provided in classi-
fied form if necessary. 
SEC. 202. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED INSIDE NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE THROUGH 

NONGOVERNMENTAL AND INTERNATIONAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) at the same time that Congress sup-
ports the provision of humanitarian assist-
ance to the people of North Korea on human-
itarian grounds, such assistance also should 
be provided and monitored so as to minimize 
the possibility that such assistance could be 
diverted to political or military use, and to 
maximize the likelihood that it will reach 
the most vulnerable North Koreans; 

(2) significant increases above current lev-
els of United States support for humani-
tarian assistance provided inside North 
Korea should be conditioned upon substan-
tial improvements in transparency, moni-
toring, and access to vulnerable populations 
throughout North Korea; and 

(3) the United States should encourage 
other countries that provide food and other 
humanitarian assistance to North Korea to 
do so through monitored, transparent chan-
nels, rather than through direct, bilateral 
transfers to the Government of North Korea. 

(b) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No department, 
agency, or entity of the United States Gov-
ernment may provide humanitarian assist-
ance to any department, agency, or entity of 
the Government of North Korea unless such 
United States Government department, 
agency, or entity certifies in writing to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
the Government of North Korea has taken 
steps to ensure that— 

(1) such assistance is delivered, distributed, 
and monitored according to internationally 
recognized humanitarian standards; 

(2) such assistance is provided on a needs 
basis, and is not used as a political reward or 
tool of coercion; 

(3) such assistance reaches the intended 
beneficiaries, who are informed of the source 
of the assistance; and 
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(4) humanitarian access to all vulnerable 

groups in North Korea is allowed, no matter 
where in the country they may be located. 

(c) NONHUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE 
GOVERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No depart-
ment, agency, or entity of the United States 
Government may provide nonhumanitarian 
assistance to any department, agency, or en-
tity of the Government of North Korea un-
less such United States Government depart-
ment, agency, or entity certifies in writing 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that the Government of North Korea has 
made substantial progress toward— 

(1) respecting and protecting basic human 
rights, including freedom of religion, of the 
people of North Korea; 

(2) providing for significant family reunifi-
cation between North Koreans and their de-
scendants and relatives in the United States; 

(3) fully disclosing all information regard-
ing citizens of Japan and the Republic of 
Korea abducted by the Government of North 
Korea; 

(4) allowing such abductees, along with 
their families, complete and genuine freedom 
to leave North Korea and return to the 
abductees’ original home countries; 

(5) significantly reforming its prison and 
labor camp system, and subjecting such re-
forms to independent international moni-
toring; and 

(6) decriminalizing political expression and 
activity. 

(d) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
prohibition contained in subsection (b) or (c) 
if the President determines that it is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States to do so. Prior to exercising the waiv-
er authority contained in the preceding sen-
tence, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that contains the determination of the 
President pursuant to the preceding sentence 
and a description of the assistance to be pro-
vided. 
SEC. 203. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED OUTSIDE OF 

NORTH KOREA. 
(a) ASSISTANCE.—The President is author-

ized to provide assistance to support organi-
zations or persons that provide humani-
tarian assistance to North Koreans who are 
outside of North Korea without the permis-
sion of the Government of North Korea. 

(b) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance pro-
vided under subsection (a) should be used to 
provide— 

(1) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean refugees, defectors, migrants, and or-
phans outside of North Korea, which may in-
clude support for refugee camps or tem-
porary settlements; and 

(2) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean women outside of North Korea who are 
victims of trafficking, as defined in section 
103(14) of the Trafficking Victims Protection 
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7102(14)), or are in dan-
ger of being trafficked. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to funds other-

wise available for such purposes, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
2005 through 2008 to carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
SEC. 301. UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD REFU-

GEES AND DEFECTORS. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
heads of other appropriate Federal depart-
ments and agencies, shall submit to the ap-

propriate congressional committees and the 
Committees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate a report that 
describes the situation of North Korean refu-
gees and explains United States Government 
policy toward North Korean nationals out-
side of North Korea. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 
(1) an assessment of the circumstances fac-

ing North Korean refugees and migrants in 
hiding, particularly in China, and of the cir-
cumstances they face if forcibly returned to 
North Korea; 

(2) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans in China have effective access to per-
sonnel of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, and of whether the Gov-
ernment of China is fulfilling its obligations 
under the 1951 Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, particularly Articles 31, 
32, and 33 of such Convention; 

(3) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans presently have unobstructed access to 
United States refugee and asylum proc-
essing, and of United States policy toward 
North Koreans who may present themselves 
at United States embassies or consulates and 
request protection as refugees or asylum 
seekers and resettlement in the United 
States; 

(4) the total number of North Koreans who 
have been admitted into the United States as 
refugees or asylees in each of the past five 
years; 

(5) an estimate of the number of North Ko-
reans with family connections to United 
States citizens; and 

(6) a description of the measures that the 
Secretary of State is taking to carry out sec-
tion 303. 

(c) FORM.—The information required by 
paragraphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b) 
shall be provided in unclassified form. All or 
part of the information required by sub-
section (b)(6) may be provided in classified 
form, if necessary. 
SEC. 302. ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEE OR ASYLUM 

CONSIDERATION. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to clarify that North Koreans are not 
barred from eligibility for refugee status or 
asylum in the United States on account of 
any legal right to citizenship they may enjoy 
under the Constitution of the Republic of 
Korea. It is not intended in any way to preju-
dice whatever rights to citizenship North Ko-
reans may enjoy under the Constitution of 
the Republic of Korea, or to apply to former 
North Korean nationals who have availed 
themselves of those rights. 

(b) TREATMENT OF NATIONALS OF NORTH 
KOREA.—For purposes of eligibility for ref-
ugee status under section 207 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157), 
or for asylum under section 208 of such Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1158), a national of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea shall not be con-
sidered a national of the Republic of Korea. 
SEC. 303. FACILITATING SUBMISSION OF APPLI-

CATIONS FOR ADMISSION AS A REF-
UGEE. 

The Secretary of State shall undertake to 
facilitate the submission of applications 
under section 207 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157) by citizens of 
North Korea seeking protection as refugees 
(as defined in section 101(a)(42) of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)). 
SEC. 304. UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER 

FOR REFUGEES. 
(a) ACTIONS IN CHINA.—It is the sense of 

Congress that— 
(1) the Government of China has obligated 

itself to provide the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) with 
unimpeded access to North Koreans inside 
its borders to enable the UNHCR to deter-

mine whether they are refugees and whether 
they require assistance, pursuant to the 1951 
United Nations Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, the 1967 Protocol Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees, and Article 
III, paragraph 5 of the 1995 Agreement on the 
Upgrading of the UNHCR Mission in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to UNHCR Branch Of-
fice in the People’s Republic of China (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘UNHCR Mis-
sion Agreement’’); 

(2) the United States, other UNHCR donor 
governments, and UNHCR should persist-
ently and at the highest levels continue to 
urge the Government of China to abide by its 
previous commitments to allow UNHCR 
unimpeded access to North Korean refugees 
inside China; 

(3) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 
should liberally employ as professionals or 
Experts on Mission persons with significant 
experience in humanitarian assistance work 
among displaced North Koreans in China; 

(4) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 
should liberally contract with appropriate 
nongovernmental organizations that have a 
proven record of providing humanitarian as-
sistance to displaced North Koreans in 
China; 

(5) the UNHCR should pursue a multilat-
eral agreement to adopt an effective ‘‘first 
asylum’’ policy that guarantees safe haven 
and assistance to North Korean refugees; and 

(6) should the Government of China begin 
actively fulfilling its obligations toward 
North Korean refugees, all countries, includ-
ing the United States, and relevant inter-
national organizations should increase levels 
of humanitarian assistance provided inside 
China to help defray costs associated with 
the North Korean refugee presence. 

(b) ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS.—It is fur-
ther the sense of Congress that— 

(1) if the Government of China continues to 
refuse to provide the UNHCR with access to 
North Koreans within its borders, the 
UNHCR should initiate arbitration pro-
ceedings pursuant to Article XVI of the 
UNHCR Mission Agreement and appoint an 
arbitrator for the UNHCR; and 

(2) because access to refugees is essential 
to the UNHCR mandate and to the purpose of 
a UNHCR branch office, a failure to assert 
those arbitration rights in present cir-
cumstances would constitute a significant 
abdication by the UNHCR of one of its core 
responsibilities. 
SEC. 305. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

(a) IMMIGRATION INFORMATION.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and every 12 months thereafter 
for each of the following 5 years, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Home-
land Security shall submit a joint report to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and the Committees on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate on 
the operation of this title during the pre-
vious year, which shall include— 

(1) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
political asylum and the number who were 
granted political asylum; and 

(2) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
refugee status and the number who were 
granted refugee status. 

(b) COUNTRIES OF PARTICULAR CONCERN.— 
The President shall include in each annual 
report on proposed refugee admission pursu-
ant to section 207(d) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157(d)), informa-
tion about specific measures taken to facili-
tate access to the United States refugee pro-
gram for individuals who have fled countries 
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of particular concern for violations of reli-
gious freedom, identified pursuant to section 
402(b) of the International Religious Free-
dom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6442(b)). The report 
shall include, for each country of particular 
concern, a description of access of the na-
tionals or former habitual residents of that 
country to a refugee determination on the 
basis of— 

(1) referrals by external agencies to a ref-
ugee adjudication; 

(2) groups deemed to be of special humani-
tarian concern to the United States for pur-
poses of refugee resettlement; and 

(3) family links to the United States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4011, 
as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, during the past 21⁄2 

years, the Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific has received testimony 
from a number of North Koreans who 
have survived some of the greatest rig-
ors of the human condition. Their ac-
counts buttress the growing awareness 
that the people of North Korea have 
endured some of the most acute hu-
manitarian traumas of our time. 

Inside North Korea, they suffer at the 
hands of a totalitarian dynasty that 
permits no dissent and strictly curtails 
freedoms of speech, press, religion, and 
assembly. The regime maintains a bru-
tal system of prison camps that house 
an estimated 200,000 political inmates 
who are subjected to slave labor, tor-
ture, and even lethal chemical experi-
mentation. Since the collapse of the 
centralized agricultural system in the 
1990s, more than 2 million North Kore-
ans are estimated to have died of star-
vation. 

North Koreans outside of North 
Korea are also uniquely vulnerable. 
Many thousands are hiding inside 
China, which currently refuses the U.N. 
High Commissioner for Refugees to 
evaluate and identify genuine refugees 
among the North Korean migrant pop-
ulation. China forcibly returns North 
Koreans to North Korea, where they 
routinely face imprisonment and tor-
ture and sometimes execution. Inside 
China, North Korean women and girls 
are particularly vulnerable to traf-
ficking in sexual exploitation. 

Provoked by these crises, this broad-
ly bipartisan legislation aims to pro-
mote international cooperation on 
human rights and refugee protection, 
and increased transparency in the pro-
vision of humanitarian assistance to 
the people of North Korea. 

On the human rights front, this bill 
underscores the importance of human 
rights issues in future negotiations 
with North Korea. It authorizes funds 
for programs to promote human rights, 
democracy, rule of law, a market econ-
omy, and freedom of information. It 
also urges additional North Korea-spe-
cific attention by appropriate U.N. 
human rights authorities. 

On the humanitarian front, the bill 
authorizes increased funding for assist-
ance to North Koreans outside of North 
Korea, including refugees, orphans, and 
trafficking victims. It endorses, but 
also seeks, greater transparency, for 
the delivery of U.S. humanitarian aid 
inside North Korea. Finally, it would 
condition direct assistance to the 
North Korean government on human 
rights and transparency benchmarks, 
but allows the President to waive those 
restrictions for national security pur-
poses. 

In terms of refugee protection, the 
bill requires a formal clarification of 
U.S. policy and affirms the eligibility 
of North Koreans to seek protection as 
refugees under U.S. law. It also urges 
the U.N. High Commissioner For Refu-
gees to use all available means to gain 
access to North Koreans in China. Al-
though the principal responsibility for 
North Korean refugee resettlement 
naturally falls to the government of 
South Korea, the United States should 
play a leadership role in focusing inter-
national attention on the plight of 
those refugees in formulating inter-
national solutions to their profound 
humanitarian dilemma. 

I want to remove any danger that 
overseas audiences may misunderstand 
the intent or content of this bill. Allow 
me to state unequivocally, this legisla-
tion is a purely humanitarian endeav-
or. There are no hidden agendas. In-
deed, the committee of jurisdiction is 
deeply indebted to the concerns ex-
pressed by thousands of American citi-
zens of Korean descent who are con-
vinced that for too long the inter-
national community has largely ig-
nored the plight of their brethren in 
the North. 

As explained in the report of the 
Committee on International Relations: 
‘‘H.R. 4011 is motivated by a genuine 
desire for improvements in human 
rights, refugee protection, and humani-
tarian transparency. It is not a pretext 
for a hidden strategy to provoke re-
gime collapse or to seek collateral ad-
vantage in ongoing strategic negotia-
tions. While the legislation highlights 
numerous egregious abuses, the Con-
gress remains willing to recognize 
progress in the future and hopes for 
such an opportunity.’’ 

Similarly, with regard to China, this 
bill is not solely critical; it is also aspi-
rational. It makes clear that the 
United States and the international 
community stand ready to provide 
more assistance to help defray the 
costs associated with the North Korean 
migrant presence when China begins 
fulfilling its obligations as a party to 

the 1951 U.N. Refugee Convention. We 
genuinely hope for that opportunity to 
arise. 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
for their strong bipartisan endorse-
ment of this bill. In particular, I would 
like to express my gratitude to the 
staff of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and Committee on 
the Judiciary, particularly Doug An-
derson, for their expert consideration, 
and to the House leadership for 
promptly scheduling this important 
legislation. 

Our distinguished ranking member, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS); the distinguished ranking 
member of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA); the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ACKERMAN); and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) of the minority are much appre-
ciated, as is the leadership of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
COX); and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROYCE) on the majority 
side. 

Finally I would like to thank Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, whose leadership in 
the other body has both informed and 
helped inspire House action on these 
issues. 

H.R. 4011 is a responsible, creative 
approach to an ongoing human tragedy 
and deserves our unanimous support. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD an exchange of letters between 
the gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) on 
the bill under discussion. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RE-
LATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, 

Washington, DC, July 16, 2004. 
Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Ray-

burn House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN SENSENBRENNER: Thank 
you for your letter regarding H.R. 4011, the 
‘‘North Korean Human Rights Act of 2004,’’ 
which was primarily referred to the Com-
mittee on International Relations and addi-
tionally to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
This Committee ordered the bill reported fa-
vorably on March 31, 2004, and filed its report 
(H. Rept. No. 108–478, Part I) on May 4, 2004. 

I concur that the Committee on the Judici-
ary has jurisdiction over the immigration 
provisions contained in Title III of the bill. I 
am grateful for the cooperation of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in crafting a mutu-
ally agreeable compromise text. Based on 
these discussions, the manager’s amendment 
which the Committee will call up under sus-
pension of the rules will be the text attached 
to your letter. 

I appreciate your willingness to waive fur-
ther consideration of the bill in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I concur that in 
taking this action your Committee’s juris-
diction over the bill is in no way diminished 
or altered. I will, as you request, include this 
exchange of letters in the Congressional 
Record during consideration of the legisla-
tion on the House floor. 

I appreciate your cooperation in this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY J. HYDE, 

Chairman. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, July 15, 2004. 

Hon. HENRY HYDE, 
Chairman, Committee on International Rela-

tions, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HYDE: I am writing regard-
ing H.R. 4011, the ‘‘North Korean Human 
Rights Act of 2004’’ which was referred pri-
marily to the Committee on International 
Relations and additionally to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. The Committee on Inter-
national Relations reported the bill favor-
ably on May 4, 2004. H. Rept. No. 108–478, Part 
I. The Committee on the Judiciary’s sec-
ondary referral is currently scheduled to ex-
pire on July 16, 2004. 

I had significant concerns about the immi-
gration provisions contained in Title III on 
the bill as introduced which fall within the 
Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. My staff has had discussions with 
yours, and they have reached a mutually 
agreeable compromise to resolve these con-
cerns. A copy of the compromise language is 
attached. I understand that through staff 
discussions you have indicated your willing-
ness to take the bill to the floor under sus-
pension of the rules and use the attached 
compromise language as the manager’s 
amendment when you do so. 

Based on your agreement to follow this 
course, I agree to waive further consider-
ation of the bill in the Committee on the Ju-
diciary so that the bill may proceed to the 
floor. The Committee on the Judiciary takes 
this action with the understanding that the 
Committee’s jurisdiction over the bill is in 
no way diminished or altered. I would appre-
ciate your including this letter and your re-
sponse in the Congressional Record during 
consideration of the legislation on the House 
floor. 

I appreciate your cooperation in this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR., 

Chairman. 
H.R. 4011 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘North Ko-
rean Human Rights Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Findings. 
Sec. 4. Purposes. 
Sec. 5. Definitions. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

Sec. 101. Sense of Congress regarding nego-
tiations with North Korea. 

Sec. 102. Support for human rights and de-
mocracy programs. 

Sec. 103. Radio broadcasting to North Korea. 
Sec. 104. Actions to promote freedom of in-

formation. 
Sec. 105. United Nations Commission on 

Human Rights. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS 

IN NEED 
Sec. 201. Report on United States humani-

tarian assistance. 
Sec. 202. Assistance provided inside North 

Korea. 
Sec. 203. Assistance provided outside of 

North Korea. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
Sec. 301. United States policy toward refu-

gees and defectors. 

Sec. 302. Eligibility for refugee or asylum 
consideration. 

Sec. 303. Facilitating submission of applica-
tions for admission as a ref-
ugee. 

Sec. 304. United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees. 

Sec. 305. Annual reports. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) According to the Department of State, 

the Government of North Korea is ‘‘a dicta-
torship under the absolute rule of Kim Jong 
Il’’ that continues to commit numerous, seri-
ous human rights abuses. 

(2) The Government of North Korea at-
tempts to control all information, artistic 
expression, academic works, and media ac-
tivity inside North Korea and strictly cur-
tails freedom of speech and access to foreign 
broadcasts. 

(3) The Government of North Korea sub-
jects all its citizens to systematic, intensive 
political and ideological indoctrination in 
support of the cult of personality glorifying 
Kim Jong Il and the late Kim Il Sung that 
approaches the level of a state religion. 

(4) The Government of North Korea divides 
its population into categories, based on per-
ceived loyalty to the leadership, which de-
termines access to food, employment, higher 
education, place of residence, medical facili-
ties, and other resources. 

(5) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[t]he [North Korean] Penal Code is 
[d]raconian, stipulating capital punishment 
and confiscation of assets for a wide variety 
of ‘crimes against the revolution,’ including 
defection, attempted defection, slander of 
the policies of the Party or State, listening 
to foreign broadcasts, writing ‘reactionary’ 
letters, and possessing reactionary printed 
matter’’. 

(6) The Government of North Korea exe-
cutes political prisoners, opponents of the re-
gime, some repatriated defectors, some 
members of underground churches, and oth-
ers, sometimes at public meetings attended 
by workers, students, and schoolchildren. 

(7) The Government of North Korea holds 
an estimated 200,000 political prisoners in 
camps that its State Security Agency man-
ages through the use of forced labor, beat-
ings, torture, and executions, and in which 
many prisoners also die from disease, starva-
tion, and exposure. 

(8) According to eyewitness testimony pro-
vided to the United States Congress by 
North Korean camp survivors, camp inmates 
have been used as sources of slave labor for 
the production of export goods, as targets for 
martial arts practice, and as experimental 
victims in the testing of chemical and bio-
logical poisons. 

(9) According to credible reports, including 
eyewitness testimony provided to the United 
States Congress, North Korean Government 
officials prohibit live births in prison camps, 
and forced abortion and the killing of new-
born babies are standard prison practices. 

(10) According to the Department of State, 
‘‘[g]enuine religious freedom does not exist 
in North Korea’’ and, according to the 
United States Commission on International 
Religious Freedom, ‘‘[t]he North Korean 
state severely represses public and private 
religious activities’’ with penalties that re-
portedly include arrest, imprisonment, tor-
ture, and sometimes execution. 

(11) More than 2,000,000 North Koreans are 
estimated to have died of starvation since 
the early 1990s because of the failure of the 
centralized agricultural and public distribu-
tion systems operated by the Government of 
North Korea. 

(12) According to a 2002 United Nations-Eu-
ropean Union survey, nearly one out of every 

ten children in North Korea suffers from 
acute malnutrition and four out of every ten 
children in North Korea are chronically mal-
nourished. 

(13) Since 1995, the United States has pro-
vided more than 2,000,000 tons of humani-
tarian food assistance to the people of North 
Korea, primarily through the World Food 
Program. 

(14) Although United States food assist-
ance has undoubtedly saved many North Ko-
rean lives and there have been minor im-
provements in transparency relating to the 
distribution of such assistance in North 
Korea, the Government of North Korea con-
tinues to deny the World Food Program 
forms of access necessary to properly mon-
itor the delivery of food aid, including the 
ability to conduct random site visits, the use 
of native Korean-speaking employees, and 
travel access throughout North Korea. 

(15) The risk of starvation, the threat of 
persecution, and the lack of freedom and op-
portunity in North Korea have caused large 
numbers, perhaps even hundreds of thou-
sands, of North Koreans to flee their home-
land, primarily into China. 

(16) North Korean women and girls, par-
ticularly those who have fled into China, are 
at risk of being kidnapped, trafficked, and 
sexually exploited inside China, where many 
are sold as brides or concubines, or forced to 
work as prostitutes. 

(17) The Governments of China and North 
Korea have been conducting aggressive cam-
paigns to locate North Koreans who are in 
China without permission and to forcibly re-
turn them to North Korea, where they rou-
tinely face torture and imprisonment, and 
sometimes execution. 

(18) Despite China’s obligations as a party 
to the 1951 United Nations Convention Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees and the 1967 
Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees 
China routinely classifies North Koreans 
seeking asylum in China as mere ‘‘economic 
migrants’’ and returns them to North Korea 
without regard to the serious threat of perse-
cution they face upon their return. 

(19) The Government of China does not pro-
vide North Koreans whose asylum requests 
are rejected a right to have the rejection re-
viewed prior to deportation despite its obli-
gations under the 1951 United Nations Con-
vention Relating to the Status of Refugees 
and the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Status 
of Refugees. 

(20) North Koreans who seek asylum while 
in China are routinely imprisoned and tor-
tured, and in some cases killed, after they 
are returned to North Korea. 

(21) The Government of China has de-
tained, convicted, and imprisoned foreign aid 
workers attempting to assist North Korean 
refugees, including the Reverend Choi Bong 
Il, in proceedings that did not comply with 
Chinese law or international standards. 

(22) In January 2000, North Korean agents 
inside China allegedly abducted the Rev-
erend Kim Dong-shik, a United States per-
manent resident and advocate for North Ko-
rean refugees, whose condition and where-
abouts remain unknown. 

(23) Between 1994 and 2003, South Korea has 
admitted approximately 3,800 North Korean 
refugees for domestic resettlement, a num-
ber small in comparison with the total num-
ber of North Korean escapees, but far greater 
than the number legally admitted by any 
other country. 

(24) Although the principal responsibility 
for North Korean refugee resettlement natu-
rally falls to the Government of South 
Korea, the United States should play a lead-
ership role in focusing international atten-
tion on the plight of these refugees, formu-
lating international solutions to that pro-
found humanitarian dilemma. 
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(25) In addition to infringing the rights of 

its own citizens, the Government of North 
Korea has been responsible in years past for 
the abduction of numerous citizens of South 
Korea and Japan, whose condition and 
whereabouts remain unknown. 
SEC. 4. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to promote respect for and protection of 

fundamental human rights in North Korea; 
(2) to promote a more durable humani-

tarian solution to the plight of North Korean 
refugees; 

(3) to promote increased monitoring, ac-
cess, and transparency in the provision of 
humanitarian assistance inside North Korea; 

(4) to promote the free flow of information 
into and out of North Korea; and 

(5) to promote progress toward the peaceful 
reunification of the Korean peninsula under 
a democratic system of government. 
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate. 

(2) CHINA.—The term ‘‘China’’ means the 
People’s Republic of China. 

(3) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘‘humanitarian assistance’’ means assistance 
to meet humanitarian needs, including needs 
for food, medicine, medical supplies, cloth-
ing, and shelter. 

(4) NORTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘North 
Korea’’ means the Democratic People’s Re-
public of Korea. 

(5) NORTH KOREANS.—The term ‘‘North Ko-
reans’’ means persons who are citizens or na-
tionals of North Korea. 

(6) SOUTH KOREA.—The term ‘‘South 
Korea’’ means the Republic of Korea. 

TITLE I—PROMOTING THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS OF NORTH KOREANS 

SEC. 101. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING NE-
GOTIATIONS WITH NORTH KOREA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the human 
rights of North Koreans should remain a key 
element in future negotiations between the 
United States, North Korea, and other con-
cerned parties in Northeast Asia. 
SEC. 102. SUPPORT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND DE-

MOCRACY PROGRAMS. 
(a) SUPPORT.—The President is authorized 

to provide grants to private, nonprofit orga-
nizations to support programs that promote 
human rights, democracy, rule of law, and 
the development of a market economy in 
North Korea. Such programs may include ap-
propriate educational and cultural exchange 
programs with North Korean participants, to 
the extent not otherwise prohibited by law. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
SEC. 103. RADIO BROADCASTING TO NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the United States should fa-
cilitate the unhindered dissemination of in-
formation in North Korea by increasing its 
support for radio broadcasting to North 
Korea, and that the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors should increase broadcasts to 
North Korea from current levels, with a goal 
of providing 12-hour-per-day broadcasting to 
North Korea, including broadcasts by Radio 
Free Asia and Voice of America. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report that— 

(1) describes the status of current United 
States broadcasting to North Korea; and 

(2) outlines a plan for increasing such 
broadcasts to 12 hours per day, including a 
detailed description of the technical and fis-
cal requirements necessary to implement the 
plan. 
SEC. 104. ACTIONS TO PROMOTE FREEDOM OF IN-

FORMATION. 
(a) ACTIONS.—The President is authorized 

to take such actions as may be necessary to 
increase the availability of information in-
side North Korea by increasing the avail-
ability of sources of information not con-
trolled by the Government of North Korea, 
including sources such as radios capable of 
receiving broadcasting from outside North 
Korea. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $2,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2005 through 2008 to 
carry out subsection (a). 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 3 years thereafter, the Secretary 
of State, after consultation with the heads of 
other appropriate Federal departments and 
agencies, shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report, in classi-
fied form, on actions taken pursuant to this 
section. 
SEC. 105. UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION ON 

HUMAN RIGHTS. 
It is the sense of Congress that the United 

Nations has a significant role to play in pro-
moting and improving human rights in 
North Korea, and that— 

(1) the United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights (UNCHR) has taken positive 
steps by adopting Resolution 2003/10 and Res-
olution 2004/13 on the situation of human 
rights in North Korea, and particularly by 
requesting the appointment of a Special 
Rapporteur on the situation of human rights 
in North Korea; and 

(2) the severe human rights violations 
within North Korea warrant country-specific 
attention and reporting by the United Na-
tions Working Group on Arbitrary Deten-
tion, the Working Group on Enforced and In-
voluntary Disappearances, the Special 
Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary, or 
Arbitrary Executions, the Special 
Rapporteur on the Right to Food, the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on the Promotion and Pro-
tection of the Right to Freedom of Opinion 
and Expression, the Special Rapporteur on 
Freedom of Religion or Belief, and the Spe-
cial Rapporteur on Violence Against Women. 
TITLE II—ASSISTING NORTH KOREANS IN 

NEED 
SEC. 201. REPORT ON UNITED STATES HUMANI-

TARIAN ASSISTANCE. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, and in 
each of the 2 years thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, in conjunction with 
the Secretary of State, shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that describes— 

(1) all activities to provide humanitarian 
assistance inside North Korea, and to North 
Koreans outside of North Korea, that receive 
United States funding; 

(2) any improvements in humanitarian 
transparency, monitoring, and access inside 

North Korea during the previous 1-year pe-
riod, including progress toward meeting the 
conditions identified in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 202(b); and 

(3) specific efforts to secure improved hu-
manitarian transparency, monitoring, and 
access inside North Korea made by the 
United States and United States grantees, 
including the World Food Program, during 
the previous 1-year period. 

(b) FORM.—The information required by 
subsection (a)(1) may be provided in classi-
fied form if necessary. 
SEC. 202. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED INSIDE NORTH 

KOREA. 
(a) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE THROUGH 

NONGOVERNMENTAL AND INTERNATIONAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—It is the sense of the Congress 
that— 

(1) at the same time that Congress sup-
ports the provision of humanitarian assist-
ance to the people of North Korea on human-
itarian grounds, such assistance also should 
be provided and monitored so as to minimize 
the possibility that such assistance could be 
diverted to political or military use, and to 
maximize the likelihood that it will reach 
the most vulnerable North Koreans; 

(2) significant increases above current lev-
els of United States support for humani-
tarian assistance provided inside North 
Korea should be conditioned upon substan-
tial improvements in transparency, moni-
toring, and access to vulnerable populations 
throughout North Korea; and 

(3) the United States should encourage 
other countries that provide food and other 
humanitarian assistance to North Korea to 
do so through monitored, transparent chan-
nels, rather than through direct, bilateral 
transfers to the Government of North Korea. 

(b) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No department, 
agency, or entity of the United States Gov-
ernment may provide humanitarian assist-
ance to any department, agency, or entity of 
the Government of North Korea unless such 
United States Government department, 
agency, or entity certifies in writing to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
the Government of North Korea has taken 
steps to ensure that— 

(1) such assistance is delivered, distributed, 
and monitored according to internationally 
recognized humanitarian standards; 

(2) such assistance is provided on a needs 
basis, and is not used as a political reward or 
tool of coercion; 

(3) such assistance reaches the intended 
beneficiaries, who are informed of the source 
of the assistance; and 

(4) humanitarian access to all vulnerable 
groups in North Korea is allowed, no matter 
where in the country they may be located. 

(c) NONHUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE TO THE 
GOVERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA.—No depart-
ment, agency, or entity of the United States 
Government may provide nonhumanitarian 
assistance to any department, agency, or en-
tity of the Government of North Korea un-
less such United States Government depart-
ment, agency, or entity certifies in writing 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that the Government of North Korea has 
made substantial progress toward— 

(1) respecting and protecting basic human 
rights, including freedom of religion, of the 
people of North Korea; 

(2) providing for significant family reunifi-
cation between North Koreans and their de-
scendants and relatives in the United States; 

(3) fully disclosing all information regard-
ing citizens of Japan and the Republic of 
Korea abducted by the Government of North 
Korea; 

(4) allowing such abductees, along with 
their families, complete and genuine freedom 
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to leave North Korea and return to the 
abductees’ original home countries; 

(5) significantly reforming its prison and 
labor camp system, and subjecting such re-
forms to independent international moni-
toring; and 

(6) decriminalizing political expression and 
activity. 

(d) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
prohibition contained in subsection (b) or (c) 
if the President determines that it is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States to do so. Prior to exercising the waiv-
er authority contained in the preceding sen-
tence, the President shall transmit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that contains the determination of the 
President pursuant to the preceding sentence 
and a description of the assistance to be pro-
vided. 
SEC. 203. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED OUTSIDE OF 

NORTH KOREA. 
(a) ASSISTANCE.—The President is author-

ized to provide assistance to support organi-
zations or persons that provide humani-
tarian assistance to North Koreans who are 
outside of North Korea without the permis-
sion of the Government of North Korea. 

(b) TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance pro-
vided under subsection (a) should be used to 
provide— 

(1) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean refugees, defectors, migrants, and or-
phans outside of North Korea, which may in-
clude support for refugee camps or tem-
porary settlements; and 

(2) humanitarian assistance to North Ko-
rean women outside of North Korea who are 
victims of trafficking, as defined in section 
103(14) of the Trafficking Victims Protection 
Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7102(14)), or are in dan-
ger of being trafficked. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to funds other-

wise available for such purposes, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Presi-
dent $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
2005 through 2008 to carry out this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions under paragraph (1) are authorized to 
remain available until expended. 
TITLE III—PROTECTING NORTH KOREAN 

REFUGEES 
SEC. 301. UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD REFU-

GEES AND DEFECTORS. 
(a) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
heads of other appropriate Federal depart-
ments and agencies, shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees and the 
Committees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate a report that 
describes the situation of North Korean refu-
gees and explains United States Government 
policy toward North Korean nationals out-
side of North Korea. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include— 
(1) an assessment of the circumstances fac-

ing North Korean refugees and migrants in 
hiding, particularly in China, and of the cir-
cumstances they face if forcibly returned to 
North Korea; 

(2) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans in China have effective access to per-
sonnel of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees, and of whether the Gov-
ernment of China is fulfilling its obligations 
under the 1951 Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, particularly Articles 31, 
32, and 33 of such Convention; 

(3) an assessment of whether North Kore-
ans presently have unobstructed access to 
United States refugee and asylum proc-
essing, and of United States policy toward 
North Koreans who may present themselves 

at United States embassies or consulates and 
request protection as refugees or asylum 
seekers and resettlement in the United 
States; 

(4) the total number of North Koreans who 
have been admitted into the United States as 
refugees or asylees in each of the past five 
years; 

(5) an estimate of the number of North Ko-
reans with family connections to United 
States citizens; and 

(6) a description of the measures that the 
Secretary of State is taking to carry out sec-
tion 303. 

(c) FORM.—The information required by 
paragraphs (1) through (5) of subsection (b) 
shall be provided in unclassified form. All or 
part of the information required by sub-
section (b)(6) may be provided in classified 
form, if necessary. 
SEC. 302. ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEE OR ASYLUM 

CONSIDERATION. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to clarify that North Koreans are not 
barred from eligibility for refugee status or 
asylum in the United States on account of 
any legal right to citizenship they may enjoy 
under the Constitution of the Republic of 
Korea. It is not intended in any way to preju-
dice whatever rights to citizenship North Ko-
reans may enjoy under the Constitution of 
the Republic of Korea, or to apply to former 
North Korean nationals who have availed 
themselves of those rights. 

(b) TREATMENT OF NATIONALS OF NORTH 
KOREA.—For purposes of eligibility for ref-
ugee status under section 207 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157), 
or for asylum under section 208 of such Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1158), a national of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea shall not be con-
sidered a national of the Republic of Korea. 
SEC. 303. FACILITATING SUBMISSION OF APPLI-

CATIONS FOR ADMISSION AS A REF-
UGEE. 

The Secretary of State shall undertake to 
facilitate the submission of applications 
under section 207 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157) by citizens of 
North Korea seeking protection as refugees 
(as defined in section 101(a)(42) of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)). 
SEC. 304. UNITED NATIONS HIGH COMMISSIONER 

FOR REFUGEES. 
(a) ACTIONS IN CHINA.—It is the sense of 

Congress that— 
(1) the Government of China has obligated 

itself to provide the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) with 
unimpeded access to North Koreans inside 
its borders to enable the UNHCR to deter-
mine whether they are refugees and whether 
they require assistance, pursuant to the 1951 
United Nations Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, the 1967 Protocol Relat-
ing to the Status of Refugees, and Article 
III, paragraph 5 of the 1995 Agreement on the 
Upgrading of the UNHCR Mission in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to UNHCR Branch Of-
fice in the People’s Republic of China (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘UNHCR Mis-
sion Agreement’’); 

(2) the United States, other UNHCR donor 
governments, and UNHCR should persist-
ently and at the highest levels continue to 
urge the Government of China to abide by its 
previous commitments to allow UNHCR 
unimpeded access to North Korean refugees 
inside China; 

(3) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 
should liberally employ as professionals or 
Experts on Mission persons with significant 
experience in humanitarian assistance work 
among displaced North Koreans in China; 

(4) the UNHCR, in order to effectively 
carry out its mandate to protect refugees, 

should liberally contract with appropriate 
nongovernmental organizations that have a 
proven record of providing humanitarian as-
sistance to displaced North Koreans in 
China; 

(5) the UNHCR should pursue a multilat-
eral agreement to adopt an effective ‘‘first 
asylum’’ policy that guarantees safe haven 
and assistance to North Korean refugees; and 

(6) should the Government of China begin 
actively fulfilling its obligations toward 
North Korean refugees, all countries, includ-
ing the United States, and relevant inter-
national organizations should increase levels 
of humanitarian assistance provided inside 
China to help defray costs associated with 
the North Korean refugee presence. 

(b) ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS.—It is fur-
ther the sense of Congress that— 

(1) if the Government of China continues to 
refuse to provide the UNHCR with access to 
North Koreans within its borders, the 
UNHCR should initiate arbitration pro-
ceedings pursuant to Article XVI of the 
UNHCR Mission Agreement and appoint an 
arbitrator for the UNHCR; and 

(2) because access to refugees is essential 
to the UNHCR mandate and to the purpose of 
a UNHCR branch office, a failure to assert 
those arbitration rights in present cir-
cumstances would constitute a significant 
abdication by the UNHCR of one of its core 
responsibilities. 
SEC. 305. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

(a) IMMIGRATION INFORMATION.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and every 12 months thereafter 
for each of the following 5 years, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Home-
land Security shall submit a joint report to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
and the Committees on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate on 
the operation of this title during the pre-
vious year, which shall include— 

(1) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
political asylum and the number who were 
granted political asylum; and 

(2) the number of aliens who are nationals 
or citizens of North Korea who applied for 
refugee status and the number who were 
granted refugee status. 

(b) COUNTRIES OF PARTICULAR CONCERN.— 
The President shall include in each annual 
report on proposed refugee admission pursu-
ant to section 207(d) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1157(d)), informa-
tion about specific measures taken to facili-
tate access to the United States refugee pro-
gram for individuals who have fled countries 
of particular concern for violations of reli-
gious freedom, identified pursuant to section 
402(b) of the International Religious Free-
dom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6442(b)). The report 
shall include, for each country of particular 
concern, a description of access of the na-
tionals or former habitual residents of that 
country to a refugee determination on the 
basis of— 

(1) referrals by external agencies to a ref-
ugee adjudication; 

(2) groups deemed to be of special humani-
tarian concern to the United States for pur-
poses of refugee resettlement; and 

(3) family links to the United States. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this 

legislation. I urge all of my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

I would first like to commend my 
dear friend and distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
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LEACH), for his introduction of the 
North Korean Human Rights Act; and I 
want to thank my good friend, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA), for his hard work on 
this bill as well. 

Mr. Speaker, United States policy to-
wards North Korea has been an impor-
tant item on the foreign policy agenda 
for over a decade, stretching through 
both the Clinton and the Bush adminis-
trations. Given the threat to the 
United States and to our key allies 
posed by North Korea’s pursuit of 
weapons of mass destruction, the focus 
of our diplomatic resources has cor-
rectly been on ending the destabilizing 
nuclear and missile programs of North 
Korea. 

While it is inevitable that security 
matters will remain at the heart of our 
dialogue regarding North Korea, I am 
very much concerned that the United 
States has paid insufficient attention 
to the human rights situation in the 
North and the humanitarian con-
sequences of the horrendous misrule by 
North Korea’s leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before 
the House is designed to correct this 
imbalance. The North Korean Human 
Rights Act will ensure that the United 
States does not fail to tackle North 
Korea’s appalling human rights record 
as we attempt to resolve our dif-
ferences with the North. 

As we know all too well, the human 
rights situation in North Korea is one 
of the world’s worst. Over a decade, a 
vast number of North Korean citizens 
starved to death because of their gov-
ernment’s gross incompetence, while 
the North Korean leadership dined on 
sushi flown in fresh from Japan. Hun-
dreds of thousands of citizens languish 
in brutal North Korean gulags with no 
hope of release. 

The political system itself is Sta-
linist to the core. No elections. No free-
dom of the press. No freedom of assem-
bly. No words of dissent. No criticism 
of the government or of North Korean 
leader Kim Jong Il. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, the North Ko-
rean people have no hope of changing 
their government unless the inter-
national community stands up for 
human rights and democracy in the 
North and continues to push the North 
aggressively for change. 

The misrule in the North has also 
created a significant refugee situation 
in Northeastern China. Hundreds of 
thousands of North Koreans have fled 
to China in hopes of gaining their free-
dom. The Chinese Government has re-
fused to treat these North Koreans as 
refugees, and many have been pushed 
back over the border to a most uncer-
tain fate. 

It is critically important that the 
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees 
have access to this floating population, 
and that North Korean refugees be 
treated appropriately. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
tackles all of these important subjects. 
It will direct that human rights remain 

on the negotiating table with the 
North. It demands better account-
ability for international food aid to 
North Korea. It encourages a solution 
on the North Korean refugee issue in 
China. And it attempts to increase 
American broadcasting into North 
Korea. 

This bill is exceptionally well re-
searched and well-crafted, and I strong-
ly support its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, briefly, in conclusion, 
let me just stress that the cir-
cumstances in North Korea have pro-
voked one of the great humanitarian 
tragedies of our time. It is understand-
able that there are so many refugees, 
understandable that so many people 
have voted with their feet to seek 
greater opportunity in neighboring 
countries like China, like Mongolia. 

But this Congress is simply trying, in 
a humanitarian way, to deal with that 
circumstance. We are not trying to ex-
press any geopolitical strategy, other 
than to help people that need our as-
sistance. 

Beyond that, I would say that there 
is strong bipartisan support, I think I 
can say that, for the administration 
trying to work as carefully as possible 
on the geostrategic issues in the six- 
party context, but this bill is about hu-
manitarian issues and nothing else. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge this Congress to 
take a unanimous vote on this subject. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 4011, the North Korea Human Rights 
Act, of which I am an original cosponsor. 

The human rights conditions in North Korea 
are abysmal. As we know, the North Korean 
regime apportions and withholds resources 
based on perceived citizen loyalty to the re-
gime. From 1994 to 1998 at least two million 
North Koreans perished from starvation and 
related diseases, while nearly 50 percent of all 
North Korean children are malnourished to the 
point that it threatens their physical and men-
tal health. 

This dire situation has forced many North 
Koreans to risk life and limb to flee into China. 
As many as 300,000 North Korean refugees 
are hiding in the Chinese countryside. Chinese 
authorities continue an agreessive crack-
down—actively hunting down North Korean 
refugees and forcibly repatriating them to 
North Korea. Once returned to North Korea, 
they fact torture, imprisonment, and even exe-
cution. 

The International Relations Subcommittee 
on Asia has held hearings on North Korea’s 
human rights abuses, where we have heard 
testimony from North Korean defectors. Ms. 
Lee, a former North Korean party official, de-
scribed life in a North Korean gulag. She said, 
‘‘A prisoner has no right to talk, laugh, sing or 
look in a mirror. Prisoners must kneel down on 
the ground and keep their heads down deeply 
whenever called by a guard. They can say 
nothing except to answer questions when 
asked. Prisoners have to work as slaves for 
up to 18 hours a day. Repeated failure to 
meet the work quotas means a week’s time in 
a punishment cell. A prisoner must give up 

their human worth.’’ She also told us, with the 
help of simple—yet shocking—illustrations, 
about chemical weapons tests and other 
atrocities that she witnessed which were per-
formed on prisoners. 

Unfortunately, this grim reality has been 
glossed over. This bill is an important state-
ment as to how the United States Congress 
views the situation in North Korea. It is also 
the moral policy given the horrendous human 
rights condition north of the border. 

In order to ensure his survival, Kim Jong Il 
tries to keep an iron grip on all information in 
North Korea. Control of information is abso-
lutely crucial—because the system is based 
on lies. The propaganda is so great, that de-
fectors actually report that they believed that 
their impoverished country was wealthier than 
South Korea. U.S. backed Radio Free Asia is 
countering this propaganda, bringing objective 
news to the North Korean people. Surveys in-
dicate that North Korean defectors are listen-
ing to RFA’s broadcasts. 

That is why this bill calls for the increase of 
radio broadcasts into North Korea to twelve 
hours per day. And because of the problem of 
access to suitable radios in North Korea, the 
legislation requests a report detailing the steps 
the U.S. government is taking to increase the 
availability of information inside North Korea— 
including the provision of radios—to maximize 
North Koreans access to foreign broadcasts 
like Radio Free Asia. 

Whatever one’s views on how to handle the 
North Korea challenge, I believe that there is 
a strong consensus to bring about change in 
North Korea. Mr. Speaker, as you know, the 
concept here is to do as we did with Eastern 
Europe—flooding repressed people with 
broadcasts from Radio Free Europe. When we 
talk with Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel, they 
tell us that the biggest factor in changing atti-
tudes behind the Iron Curtain was the ability to 
listen to Radio Free Europe’s broadcasts. 

This legislation is a responsible initiative to 
promote human rights, refugee protection, and 
increased transparency in the delivery of hu-
manitarian aid to the North Korean people. It 
deserves our support. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 4011, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

URGING GOVERNMENT OF 
BELARUS TO ENSURE DEMO-
CRATIC, TRANSPARENT, AND 
FAIR ELECTION PROCESS 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 652) urging the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Belarus to en-
sure a democratic, transparent, and 
fair election process for its parliamen-
tary elections in the fall of 2004. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 652 

Whereas the establishment of a demo-
cratic, transparent, and fair election process 
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for the 2004 parliamentary elections in the 
Republic of Belarus and of a genuinely demo-
cratic political system are prerequisites for 
that country’s integration into the Western 
community of nations; 

Whereas the Government of Belarus has 
accepted numerous specific commitments 
governing the conduct of elections as a par-
ticipating State of the Organization for Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), in-
cluding provisions of the Copenhagen Docu-
ment; 

Whereas the election in the fall of 2004 of 
Belarus’s next parliament will provide an un-
ambiguous test of the extent of the 
Belarusian authorities’ commitment to im-
plement these standards and build a demo-
cratic society based on free elections and the 
rule of law; 

Whereas previous parliamentary elections 
in Belarus have not fully met international 
standards; 

Whereas it is the duty of government and 
public authorities at all levels to act in a 
manner consistent with all laws and regula-
tions governing election procedures and to 
ensure free and fair elections throughout the 
entire country, including preventing activi-
ties aimed at undermining the free exercise 
of political rights; 

Whereas a genuinely free and fair election 
requires a period of political campaigning 
conducted in an environment in which nei-
ther administrative action nor violence, in-
timidation, or detention hinder the parties, 
political associations, and the candidates 
from presenting their views and qualifica-
tions to the citizenry, including organizing 
supporters, conducting public meetings and 
events throughout the country, and enjoying 
unimpeded access to television, radio, print, 
and Internet media on a non-discriminatory 
basis; 

Whereas a genuinely free and fair election 
requires that citizens be guaranteed the 
right and effective opportunity to exercise 
their civil and political rights, including the 
right to vote free from intimidation, threats 
of political retribution, or other forms of co-
ercion by national or local authorities or 
others; 

Whereas a genuinely free and fair election 
requires the full transparency of laws and 
regulations governing elections, multiparty 
representation on election commissions, and 
unobstructed access by candidates, political 
parties, and domestic and international ob-
servers to all election procedures, including 
voting and vote-counting in all areas of the 
country; 

Whereas control and manipulation of the 
media by national and local officials and 
others acting at their behest could raise 
grave concerns regarding the commitment of 
the Belarusian authorities to free and fair 
elections; 

Whereas efforts by national and local offi-
cials and others acting at their behest to im-
pose obstacles to free assembly, free speech, 
and a free and fair political campaign could 
call into question the fairness of the upcom-
ing elections; and 

Whereas the arrest or intimidation of op-
position political parties and candidates 
such as the leader of the United Civic Party 
and others involved with the opposition in-
cluding those associated with the Coalition 
Five Plus represents a deliberate assault on 
the democratic process: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) looks forward to the development of 
cordial relations between the United States 
and the Republic of Belarus; 

(2) emphasizes that a precondition for the 
integration of Belarus into the Western com-
munity of nations is its establishment of a 
genuinely democratic political system; 

(3) expresses its strong and continuing sup-
port for the efforts of the Belarusian people 
to establish a full democracy, the rule of 
law, and respect for human rights in Belarus; 

(4) urges the Government of Belarus to 
guarantee freedom of association and assem-
bly, including the right of candidates, mem-
bers of political parties, and others to freely 
assemble, to organize and conduct public 
events, and to exercise these and other 
rights free from intimidation or harassment 
by local or national officials or others acting 
at their behest; 

(5) urges the Government of Belarus to 
meet its Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) commitments on 
democratic elections; 

(6) urges the Belarusian authorities to en-
sure— 

(A) the full transparency of election proce-
dures before, during, and after the 2004 par-
liamentary elections; 

(B) free access for Belarusian and inter-
national election observers; 

(C) multiparty representation on all elec-
tion commissions; 

(D) unimpeded access by all parties and 
candidates to print, radio, television, and 
Internet media on a non-discriminatory 
basis; 

(E) freedom of candidates, members of op-
position parties, and independent media or-
ganizations from intimidation or harassment 
by government officials at all levels via se-
lective tax audits and other regulatory pro-
cedures, and in the case of media, license 
revocations and libel suits, among other 
measures; 

(F) a transparent process for complaint 
and appeals through electoral commissions 
and within the court system that provides 
timely and effective remedies; and 

(G) vigorous prosecution of any individual 
or organization responsible for violations of 
election laws or regulations, including the 
application of appropriate administrative or 
criminal penalties; 

(7) further calls upon the Government of 
Belarus to guarantee election monitors from 
the Office of Democratic Institutions and 
Human Rights (ODIHR), other participating 
States of the OSCE, Belarusian political par-
ties, candidates’ representatives, nongovern-
mental organizations, and other private in-
stitutions and organizations, both foreign 
and domestic, unobstructed access to all as-
pects of the election process, including 
unimpeded access to public campaign events, 
candidates, news media, voting, and post- 
election tabulation of results and processing 
of election challenges and complaints; 

(8) encourages the international commu-
nity, including the Council of Europe, the 
OSCE, and the OSCE Parliamentary Assem-
bly, to continue their efforts to support de-
mocracy in Belarus and urges countries such 
as Lithuania and other Baltic countries and 
Nordic countries to continue to provide as-
sistance to nongovernmental organizations 
and other Belarusian organizations involved 
in promoting democracy and fair elections in 
Belarus; and 

(9) pledges its support to the Belarusian 
people, their commitment to a fully free and 
open democratic system, their creation of a 
prosperous free market economy, and their 
country’s assumption of its rightful place as 
a full and equal member of the Western com-
munity of democracies. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Pursuant to the rule, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Res. 
652. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H. 

Res. 652, which calls on the Govern-
ment of Belarus to ensure that par-
liamentary elections which will take 
place in October of this year are demo-
cratic, transparent, and fair. 

Thirteen years after the fall of Com-
munism, Belarus remains one of the 
few nations in Europe where the transi-
tion to democracy has not taken suffi-
cient root. The current political lead-
ership continues to rule in an authori-
tarian manner and its government con-
tinues to track down those individuals 
and organizations who are trying to 
help build support for democracy and 
democratic institutions. 

Unlike the situation in Ukraine, the 
government in Belarus has thus far not 
given any clear indication that it is 
committed to free and fair elections. 
However, in a recent meeting with the 
ambassador from Belarus, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
of the Subcommittee on Europe was led 
to believe that the government’s posi-
tions on the elections could be positive. 
The ambassador gave assurances that 
the government would enforce the elec-
tions codes and would allow all polit-
ical parties to have representatives on 
the electoral commissions which over-
see implementation of the elections. 
He also indicated that Belarus would 
cooperate with the OSCE and would 
allow international observers. 

At a hearing the Subcommittee on 
Europe held in March on Belarus, the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Chairman 
BEREUTER) pointed out that the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT) and several Members met 
with the leaders of the Belarus opposi-
tion, collectively known as the Coali-
tion Five-Plus, to discuss the elections 
and their visions for a democratic fu-
ture for Belarus. 

This group of political parties is 
united in a common platform in an at-
tempt to bring democracy and respect-
ability back to the Belarus Parliament. 

b 1900 
Unfortunately, members of the oppo-

sition political parties and participants 
in political demonstrations continue to 
be subjected to harassment, surveil-
lance by government agents, arrests 
and physical abuse. For these reasons, 
it is important that the United States 
Government, including this Congress, 
continue to emphatically express our 
strong support for free, fair, and trans-
parent elections. 

In Europe, the situation in Belarus 
understandably seems to be of equal 
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concern. The OSCE, the OSCE Par-
liamentary Assembly, and the Par-
liamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe have all expressed deep con-
cerns over Belarus and its forthcoming 
elections. In fact, members have been 
informed that the Chair of the Belarus 
Working Group of the OSCE Par-
liamentary Working Assembly recently 
visited Minsk for additional discus-
sions on the elections. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 652 emphasizes 
that if Belarus is ever to become more 
integrated into the community of 
democratic nations, it must work to-
ward the establishment of a genuinely 
democratic political system in which 
the freedom of association and assem-
bly are guaranteed. It also must be a 
fact that political candidates from the 
opposition should be free from political 
harassment and intimidation as they 
campaign for office, and in which the 
media is free to act independently, free 
from government control or intimida-
tion. 

Finally, there must be a system in 
which elections and the electoral proc-
ess are open, transparent, and fair if 
Belarus wishes to be included in the 
community of democratic nations. 

The parliamentary elections this fall 
will be a litmus test for President 
Lukashenko’s commitment to democ-
racy and the direction he intends to 
take Belarus in the future. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 652 
rather precisely explains the concerns 
and recommendations of the United 
States House of Representatives. It has 
been crafted by the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), and the Con-
gress is in his debt for emphasizing the 
importance of this issue to the people 
of Belarus, as well as Europe and the 
United States. 

I also would like to thank the distin-
guished ranking member of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LANTOS), for his leadership on so 
many issues, particularly those that 
relate to the historical transitions tak-
ing place in Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this 
resolution and urge all of my col-
leagues to do so as well. 

Over the past 2 decades, totalitarian 
government after totalitarian govern-
ment has fallen to the forces of democ-
racy in one of the greatest achieve-
ments of the modern era. Tin-pot dic-
tators and brutal military thugs have 
been tossed out of their ruling palaces, 
replaced by leaders chosen in fair elec-
tions, leaders willing to govern in an 
open and transparent manner. 

Sadly, Mr. Speaker, some dictatorial 
regimes continue to cling to power, 
using brutal force, intimidation, and 
torture to resist the worldwide trend 
towards democracy. Without a doubt, 
Alexander Lukashenko Belarus is a ris-
ing star in the world’s list of rogue dic-
tators. 

In 1996, Lukashenko amended the 
constitution in a flawed referendum 
and in 2001 extended his term in office 
through an election that was neither 
free nor fair. He stole local elections in 
March and in November of 2003. 

Mr. Speaker, the list of 
Lukashenko’s violations of inter-
nationally recognized human rights 
does not end with fraudulent elections. 
Political opponents are intimidated, 
arrested, or disappear without a trace. 
Independent media outlets have been 
closed, and journalists are prevented 
from writing the truth. 

Nongovernmental organizations have 
been closed. United States nongovern-
mental organizations attempting to 
promote political party development 
have been kicked out of Belarus. Trade 
union leaders have been repressed, and 
religious freedom has been eroded. In 
short, Mr. Speaker, the human rights 
and democracy situation in Belarus is 
on a steady downwards path. 

Belarus is now preparing for par-
liamentary elections in October. Our 
resolution calls upon the Government 
of Belarus to ensure that these impor-
tant elections are conducted in a free 
and fair manner. 

The United States and the European 
Union have been working jointly to en-
courage the government to conduct 
these elections in an open manner 
under the watchful eye of the Organiza-
tion for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe. I have no confidence, however, 
that Lukashenko has any intention of 
listening to the voices of his own citi-
zens or those of the international com-
munity who are demanding political 
change. 

Yet, the Government of Belarus must 
understand that we will never forget 
the cause of human rights and the 
cause of democracy in Belarus, and 
that the United States and Belarus will 
never have fully normal relations until 
Belarus moves assertively and convinc-
ingly towards a democratic form of 
government. 

I strongly support passage of this res-
olution, and I urge all of my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS). 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, it is 
great to be down here on the floor with 
my friends and colleagues who want to 
continue to push for freedom and de-
mocracy. I dabble in this as not a pro-
fessional on the committee, but I can-
not think of a better way to spend 
one’s additional free time than to work 
with the colleagues and friends that I 
have on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations in promoting free-
dom and democracy. If the United 
States is not about freedom and democ-
racy for ourselves and for other coun-
tries, then what are we for? 

The great words of the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and, of course, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 

LANTOS), I cannot really add to them. I 
just want to add my voice to the cho-
rus of many, as Chair of the Baltic 
Caucus and concerned about that re-
gion of Europe, and, really, the last 
dictator in Europe and his oppression 
of the democratic movement, that he 
needs to be placed on notice. 

They have upcoming elections. They 
are not being conducted fairly and free-
ly, and there is harassment, there is in-
timidation, there are beatings. Even by 
their own rules, they are not allowing 
fair coverage by the state-run tele-
vision media. It is important for us 
here to let them know publicly, 
through this debate and through pas-
sage of this resolution, that we are 
watching and that we are not going to 
go away; and we are going to join with 
our friends in the international com-
munity. We are going to join with our 
friends in Western and Eastern Europe 
and the NATO countries, and we are 
going to continue to say, for the sake 
of your own people, for the sake of free-
dom and democracy and economic 
growth and vitality, join the Western 
free countries. Tear down your borders, 
open up your system, allow your people 
to choose. 

There are very credible organizations 
and groups of committed citizens of 
Belarus joined in the Party of Five, 
very disparate elements, different 
ideologies. They so much want freedom 
and democracy that they have put 
aside the ideological debate on how to 
run a government, to say, let us have 
democracy. Let us first get to the 
basic, fundamental principles of de-
mocracy and freedom, and then let us, 
in a peaceful setting, sometimes prob-
ably as rancorous as we have on the 
floor of the House, let us then, in open 
debate, decide how we are going to do 
that. 

I have met with them. They are pa-
triots, and they are again from the far 
right and the far left, and they only 
want one thing. They want access to 
the political system and the demo-
cratic process. 

We are watching. This resolution 
continues to put Mr. Lukashenko on 
notice that we are not going to go 
away. The international community is 
here, we are behind not only the people 
of Belarus, not only the people of the 
region, but the whole international 
community in calling for free, fair, and 
honorable elections this October. 

I thank the members of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, es-
pecially the chairman and the ranking 
member, for making sure that this is 
put on record and that we have a 
chance to speak on it on the floor to-
night. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues in the future. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 652. 
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The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

AMENDING THE MILLENNIUM 
CHALLENGE ACT OF 2003 TO EX-
TEND THE AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE ASSISTANCE TO COUN-
TRIES SEEKING TO BECOME ELI-
GIBLE COUNTRIES FOR PUR-
POSES OF THAT ACT 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H. 
R. 4660) to amend the Millennium Chal-
lenge Act of 2003 to extend the author-
ity to provide assistance to countries 
seeking to become eligible countries 
for purposes of that Act, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4660 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) On March 14, 2002, the President stated: 
‘‘America supports the international devel-
opment goals in the U.N. Millennium Dec-
laration, and believes that these goals are a 
shared responsibility of developed and devel-
oping countries.’’. 

(2) Section 201(b)(4) of H.R. 1950, as passed 
by the House of Representatives on July 16, 
2003, states that it is the policy of the United 
States to support compacts of the Millen-
nium Challenge Account which, among other 
things, aim ‘‘to reduce poverty by signifi-
cantly increasing the economic growth tra-
jectory of beneficiary countries through in-
vesting in the productive potential of the 
people of such countries’’. 

(3) On May 10, 2004, the President recog-
nized the link between global poverty and 
the national security of the United States by 
stating: ‘‘In many nations, poverty remains 
chronic and desperate. Half the world’s peo-
ple still live on less than $2 a day. This di-
vide between wealth and poverty, between 
opportunity and misery, is far more than a 
challenge to our compassion. Persistent pov-
erty and oppression can spread despair 
across an entire nation, and they can turn 
nations of great potential into the recruiting 
grounds of terrorists.’’. 

(4) Section 602 of the Millennium Challenge 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7701) states that a pur-
pose of that Act is ‘‘the elimination of ex-
treme poverty’’. 

(5) The Report of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations to accompany H.R. 2441 of 
the 108th Congress (H. Rept. 108–205) states 
that ‘‘[f]or the Millennium Challenge Ac-
count to be successful as an incentive for fu-
ture reform as well as a reward for past re-
form, it must offer opportunities for those 
low-income countries whose institutions do 
not yet meet all the eligibility criteria but 
who are demonstrating partial success in 
meeting the eligibility criteria’’. 

(6) The purpose of section 616 of the Millen-
nium Challenge Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7715), 

and the ‘‘threshold program’’ established 
pursuant to such section by the Millennium 
Challenge Corporation, in consultation with 
the United States Agency for International 
Development, is to provide assistance to the 
low-income countries described in paragraph 
(5) in order to assist such countries to be-
come eligible countries under the Act. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
amend the Millennium Challenge Act of 2003 
to authorize funding of the ‘‘threshold pro-
gram’’ under section 616 of such Act for the 
same duration as the authorization of fund-
ing for the overall Millennium Challenge Act 
of 2003. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AS-

SISTANCE TO CERTAIN CANDIDATE 
COUNTRIES. 

Section 616(d) of the Millennium Challenge 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7715(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘for fiscal year 2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘for a fiscal year’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS ) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4660 is an amend-

ment to the Millennium Challenge Ac-
count, or MCA, of 2003 to extend the 
authority to provide assistance to 
countries seeking to become eligible 
countries for purposes of that act. 

Last session, Congress authorized the 
Millennium Challenge Account to pro-
vide substantial development assist-
ance to high-performing, low-income 
countries through fiscal year 2005. Re-
cently, the Board of Directors of the 
Millennium Challenge Corporation se-
lected 16 countries that are eligible to 
receive MCA assistance. 

At issue with this resolution is the 
problem of how to deal with countries 
that just missed passing the eligibility 
bar. 

The Millennium Challenge Account 
authorized the MCC to provide limited 
assistance through a threshold pro-
gram to these countries for the purpose 
of improving in the areas where they 
fell short. This was done partly in rec-
ognition of the fact that many thresh-
old countries have limited resources to 
invest in the well-being of their people. 

This amendment will authorize fund-
ing of the threshold program and 
match the duration of the threshold 
program to that of the MCA. This will 
allow us to continue to support the 
preparation of worthy threshold coun-
tries for their full participation in the 
Millennium Challenge Account. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this bill will 
improve the Millennium Challenge Ac-

count program and advance the inter-
ests of the United States. I urge my 
colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and I rise in strong support of this leg-
islation. 

Mr. Speaker, half of the world’s popu-
lation still lives on less than $2 a day. 
What this means is that approximately 
3 billion men, women, and children, or 
a population 10 times the size of ours, 
awake each morning to little food, 
dirty water, inadequate shelter, and no 
health care. 

b 1915 
Alleviating this crushing poverty 

around the globe is a moral imperative, 
but it is also related to our national in-
terests. 

Persistent poverty has made genera-
tions of men, women, and children vul-
nerable to infectious diseases such as 
tuberculosis and HIV/AIDS. It has also 
bolstered the appeal of extremist 
ideologies which preach hate and intol-
erance. Mr. Speaker, the Millennium 
Challenge Account has already begun 
to mitigate the effects of global pov-
erty and to provide poor citizens 
around the world with the tools for 
their advancement. 

But for the MCA to succeed fully and 
to maintain solid congressional sup-
port, the Millennium Challenge Cor-
poration must undertake serious ef-
forts to expand the number of coun-
tries that will benefit from the millen-
nium initiative. 

The lucky 16 countries that are cur-
rently eligible to receive MCA assist-
ance represent only about 3 percent of 
the world’s poor. The most effective 
way to expand the number of poor 
countries that can receive MCA funds 
is through a program for threshold 
countries that just miss clearing the 
eligibility bar. Unfortunately, the 
threshold program is only authorized 
through the current fiscal year. My 
legislation helps ensure that the mil-
lennium initiative continues to be 
available to as many poor people as 
possible by reauthorizing the threshold 
program for as long as the MCA oper-
ates. 

Mr. Speaker, in order for the MCA to 
achieve its stated goal of reducing pov-
erty, the CEO of the Millennium Chal-
lenge Corporation must focus his at-
tention on more than just stimulating 
economic growth in eligible countries. 
Our experience in our own country has 
made it painfully clear that trickle- 
down economics tends to push the 
working poor further into misery rath-
er than provide them with better eco-
nomic opportunities. 

Effective poverty reduction requires 
investments in education, health, and 
other sectors which directly contribute 
to building the human capacity of 
these countries. It demands policies 
that close the gap between the rich and 
the poor in developing nations by pro-
viding equal access to assets such as 
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land, and real poverty reduction re-
quires that special attention be paid to 
poor farmers and to women who bare a 
disproportionate burden under poverty. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress granted the 
executive branch unprecedented flexi-
bility in how the MCA funds were to be 
expended, because the executive branch 
promised us that it would make it easi-
er to achieve the program’s objectives. 
Poverty reduction is one of the pri-
mary goals of the MCA. Early signs in-
dicate that the administration may be 
squandering its opportunity to meet 
this goal. It may erode bipartisan con-
gressional support for the program. I 
hope that this is not the case and that 
Presidential support for my legislation 
will allay these concerns. I urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 4660. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
4660, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CELEBRATING 10 YEARS OF MA-
JORITY RULE IN REPUBLIC OF 
SOUTH AFRICA 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 436) 
celebrating 10 years of majority rule in 
the Republic of South Africa and recog-
nizing the momentous social and eco-
nomic achievements of South Africa 
since the institution of democracy in 
that country, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 436 

Whereas the Republic of South Africa 
peacefully and successfully held democratic 
elections and transitioned to a democratic, 
nonracial form of government in 1994; 

Whereas South Africa helped initiate and 
frame the New Partnership for Africa’s De-
velopment as a new partnership between Af-
rica and the rest of the world in order to 
place the continent of Africa on the path to 
sustainable development and to further the 
values of democracy and economic reform 
throughout Africa; 

Whereas South Africa actively supports 
the South African Development Community, 
which promotes regional economic coopera-
tion and higher standards of living in South-
ern Africa; 

Whereas South Africa has made significant 
advances in housing by constructing 1,600,000 
houses for the poor of South Africa; 

Whereas, since 1994, 9,000,000 people in 
South Africa have gained access to clean 
water; 

Whereas, before 1994, 22,000,000 people in 
South Africa did not have access to adequate 
sanitation, but 63 percent of households in 
South Africa now have access to adequate 
sanitation; 

Whereas, before 1994, 60 percent of people 
in South Africa did not have electricity, but 
more than 70 percent of households in South 
Africa now have electricity; 

Whereas, from 1994 to 2004, secondary 
school enrollment in South Africa increased 
from 70 percent to 85 percent, and students 
in South Africa now learn in a racially inte-
grated school system; 

Whereas the Government of South Africa 
has established nutritional and educational 
programs to benefit the youngest and poor-
est people in South Africa; 

Whereas South Africa is experiencing the 
longest period of consistent positive growth, 
as measured by its gross domestic product 
(GDP), since growth in GDP was properly re-
corded in the 1940s; 

Whereas F.W. de Klerk and Nelson Mandela 
share a Nobel Peace Prize for their work in 
ending apartheid in South Africa and estab-
lishing a representative government; 

Whereas Desmond Tutu led the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission to repair injus-
tices among South Africans and improve 
race relations in the country, and was 
awarded a Nobel Peace Prize for his efforts; 

Whereas South Africa has contributed 
troops to peacekeeping efforts in Burundi, 
Liberia, the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Ethiopia, and Eritrea; 

Whereas South Africa President Thabo 
Mbeki has forged a relationship with Presi-
dent George W. Bush, making three state 
visits to the United States and hosting 
President Bush during his visit to Pretoria, 
South Africa; 

Whereas South Africa has served as an in-
spiration for other African nations striving 
for democracy and the peaceful cooperation 
of many ethnic groups; 

Whereas, after being isolated for many 
years because of the odious system of apart-
heid, South Africa has since 1994 become a 
premier location for large international con-
ferences, a leading tourist destination, and 
the locale for numerous films; and 

Whereas, in 1993, the Government of South 
Africa voluntarily halted its biological, 
chemical, and nuclear weapons programs 
and, in 1994, hosted the first conference in 
Africa on the implementation of the Conven-
tion on the Prohibition on the Development, 
Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Chem-
ical Weapons and On Their Destruction, with 
annexes, done at Paris January 13, 1993, and 
entered into force April 29, 1997: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) applauds the Republic of South Africa 
for the remarkable transition to a demo-
cratic government and the tremendous 
progress achieved during 10 years of majority 
rule; 

(2) looks forward to a continued partner-
ship with South Africa focused on a sus-
tained commitment to the health of South 
Africans; and 

(3) anticipates continued social develop-
ment and economic growth in South Africa. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con. 
Res. 436. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 

the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for bringing before us this reso-
lution, celebrating 10 years of majority 
rule in the Republic of South Africa 
and recognizing the momentous social 
and economic achievements of South 
Africa since the institution of democ-
racy in that country. 

In April 1994, nearly 19 million South 
Africans went to the polls to elect 
South Africa’s first democratic govern-
ment. The African National Congress, 
or ANC, which had led the struggle 
against white majority rule in the 
apartheid system of state-enforced ra-
cial segregation, won control of the na-
tional assembly and elected Nelson 
Mandela, who had been in prison for 27 
years for the crime of advocating de-
mocracy, president. 

President Mandela was succeeded by 
Deputy President Thabo Mbeki in June 
1999, and Mr. Mbeki was re-elected in 
April 2004. 

Since the end of apartheid, South Af-
rican leaders have faced the daunting 
task of meeting the great expectations 
of the black electorate while fulfilling 
the economic potential of the country. 
Half a century of apartheid and years 
of sanctions have decimated the econ-
omy and left most black South Afri-
cans poor and undereducated. High 
rates of unemployment and crime, as 
well as the specter of HIV/AIDS, con-
tinue to pose significant challenges. 
Still, South Africa’s transition has 
been remarkable and serves as an ex-
ample to all nations striving for de-
mocracy, reconciliation, and develop-
ment. 

This is a bipartisan resolution which 
has been given full consideration dur-
ing a hearing and a markup by the 
Committee on International Relations, 
and I urge the support of this body. 

But, again, before yielding to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS), let me thank the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for his promi-
nent leadership on this and so many 
other issues; and I would also like to 
recognize a former Member, Mr. Ron 
Dellums, for his leadership in Congress 
on antiapartheid efforts. And there are 
few Members in my career that I have 
been prouder to stand behind on an 
issue of such fundamental human 
rights significance. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I strongly support this resolution, 
and I urge all of my colleagues to do so 
as well. 

When I first came to the Congress in 
1981, the nation of South Africa suf-
fered under the yoke of the brutal 
apartheid system. Few things in mod-
ern history were as palpably evil as 
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apartheid, an appalling system of ra-
cial discrimination. Under apartheid 
policies, 3.5 million African people, let 
me repeat this, Mr. Speaker, 3.5 million 
African people were removed forcibly 
from their land and from their homes 
between 1960 and 1983. Under one re-
moval program called the Black Spot 
Removal Policy, 475,000 blacks living 
on their own farms in rural commu-
nities were robbed of their land, forc-
ibly relocated, and reconstituted as a 
vast cheap labor pool for commercial 
farms. 

Mr. Speaker, what a difference 10 
years make. Today, South Africa has 
made a truly historic transition from 
the hateful and racist apartheid regime 
to a multiracial and peaceful democ-
racy. In South Africa today, citizens of 
all races, all cultures, and all religions 
live and work together in peace. 

In 1994, thanks to decades of internal 
resistance and comprehensive sanc-
tions by the responsible segments of 
the international community, the 
apartheid regime ended; and it was re-
placed by a vibrant and peaceful de-
mocracy. We in Congress fought for 2 
decades to turn our government’s poli-
cies away from supporting segregation 
in South Africa towards democracy and 
freedom. 

Throughout the 1980s, many Members 
of this Congress introduced legislation 
denouncing apartheid and offering 
sanctuary to both its black victims and 
to white citizens of conscience who re-
fused to serve in the military and secu-
rity forces of an apartheid regime. 

In 1986, Congress passed the apart-
heid sanctions bill and overrode the ad-
ministration’s veto of that critically 
important legislation. With this his-
toric congressional override, we put 
our Nation on the side of freedom and 
justice for all the people of South Afri-
ca. 

I am proud to have been a cosponsor 
of that legislation and many other bills 
that kept Congress focused on the trav-
esty of racial discrimination. 

Mr. Speaker, with the passage of our 
resolution, we recognize the difficult 
path to freedom taken by South Afri-
ca’s people. Unlike today where terror-
ists seek to change political regimes 
and social order with barbaric attacks 
on civilians, South Africa’s liberation 
movements condemn violence directed 
at civilians. 

The African National Congress led by 
their imprisoned leader Nelson 
Mandela, Walter Sisulu, Helen Joseph, 
and others understood that a future of 
peace could not be built on a founda-
tion of terror, hatred, and fear. In-
stead, they fought through the pain of 
apartheid, embraced the ideals and val-
ues of democracy, and in the end shook 
hands with the enemy whose founding 
ideology defined them as less than 
human beings. 

Mr. Speaker, South Africa stands 
today as a strong democratic ally of 
the United States and is strategically 
important to Africa’s political and eco-
nomic future. 

We must do all we can to solidify fur-
ther relations between our two nations 
and to continue our joint quest to 
bring justice, prosperity, and freedom 
to all of Africa. 

On a personal note, Mr. Speaker, my 
wife, Annette, and I had the privilege 
of visiting South Africa during the cru-
cial weeks when the apartheid regime 
collapsed, and it was a joy to meet and 
work with and see the leaders on both 
sides who were ready to build a new, 
peaceful multiracial society. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this resolution. I want to congratulate 
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), 
for his leadership on this matter and 
our former colleague Ron Dellums, my 
neighbor in California, for his leader-
ship on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), the leader of 
this legislation and this whole concept, 
and my good friend. 

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

b 1930 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) for the outstanding work he 
has done as the ranking member of the 
Committee on International Relations. 
I stand very proudly today to urge my 
colleagues to support H. Con. Res. 436, 
commending a decade of democracy 
and majority rule in the Republic of 
South Africa. 

I did not believe when I visited South 
Africa in the 1970s that we would see a 
transformation of that apartheid-run 
racist government transformed by 
peaceful means. When the first elec-
tions were held 10 years ago, I recall 
the lines of people who waited for 
hours and hours in order to vote. 

Let me say that South Africa has 
transformed from an apartheid state to 
a nonracial, peaceful and democratic 
form of government. The country suc-
cessfully held democratic elections in 
1994 to elect its first democratically 
elected president. 

After being imprisoned for 27 years, 
Nelson Mandela became South Africa’s 
first democratically elected president. 
As the first democratically elected 
president, Mr. Mandela laid the founda-
tion for more reliable government and 
an economically viable country and is 
seen not only as a leader in Africa, but 
as we all know, as a world leader. 

Before 1994, only 40 percent of the 
people in South Africa had electricity; 
now more than 70 percent of the house-
holds in South Africa have electricity. 
South Africa has made a significant ad-
vance in housing by constructing 
1,600,000 houses for the poor in South 
Africa, a remarkable, remarkable feat. 

From 1994 to 2004, secondary school 
enrollment in South Africa increased 
from 70 percent to 85 percent and stu-
dents in South Africa now learn in a 
racially integrated school system. 

Also, during this time, 9 million people 
in South Africa have gained access to 
clean water. In addition, the Govern-
ment of South Africa has established 
nutritional and educational programs 
to benefit the youngest and the poor-
est. 

As the world’s leading democracy, we 
should applaud the Government of 
South Africa for the reforms it has sub-
stituted to better serve its people. 
South Africa has served as an inspira-
tion for other African nations striving 
for democracy and peaceful coopera-
tion through their many ethnic groups 
in their individual countries and look 
to South Africa as the example. 

The 1990s saw the spread of democ-
racy across the continent of Africa, 
once dominated by military dictators 
and authoritarian leaders. Nigeria held 
its second multiparty election this 
month, and despite reported irregular-
ities, the elections were largely peace-
ful. The world also witnessed the end of 
white minority rule and subsequent 
democratic elections in South Africa, 
as we talked about. And Mr. Mandela 
has taken his leadership to try to find 
prospects for peace in Burundi. 

Now Mr. Thabo Mbeki is leading that 
cause. Mr. Mbeki has done an out-
standing job as the president, following 
Mr. Mandela, and his leadership is sec-
ond to none on the continent. So it is 
a pleasure for me to join with my col-
leagues to say that the example set by 
Mr. Nelson Mandela serving one term 
and stepping down, I think, is an exam-
ple we are all proud of. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
like thousands of others across the 
world, I was involved actively in the ef-
forts to free South Africa. I attended 
many rallies, participated in dem-
onstrations, walked picket lines, raised 
money and was very pleased as a mem-
ber of the Chicago City Council to in-
troduce the anti-apartheid ordinance 
that we passed, which prohibited the 
city from doing business with the Gov-
ernment of South Africa until such 
time as their policies changed. 

So I am pleased to rise in strong sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 436, celebrating 10 
years of majority rule in the Republic 
of South Africa and recognizing the 
momentous social and economic 
achievements of South Africa since the 
institution of democracy in that coun-
try. 

Ten years ago the people of South Af-
rica were given hope for the redresses 
of injustices in the past. When they 
held their first nonracial democratic 
elections to parliament in 1994, many 
South Africans were poor, hungry, sick 
and homeless. But today the people of 
South Africa and the world can say 
that progress has been made to im-
prove the lives of South Africans and 
the conditions of the country. 

Before 1994, 22 million South Africans 
did not have access to adequate sanita-
tion. Now approximately 63 percent of 
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the households do. Also, more than 70 
percent of households in South Africa 
now have electricity compared to 60 
percent before 1994. Since 1994, 9 mil-
lion people in South Africa have gained 
access to clean water, 1.6 million 
houses have been built for the poor 
people of South Africa, secondary 
school enrollment increased from 70 
percent to 85 percent, and students now 
learn in a racially integrated school 
system. 

Furthermore, to help the poor and to 
improve the educational system of the 
country, the Government of South Af-
rica established nutritional and edu-
cational programs to benefit the 
youngest and poorest individuals in the 
country. And while we cannot say that 
all of the problems have been solved or 
all of the needs have been met, we can 
say with assurance that the quality of 
life for people in South Africa, for the 
masses of people, has indeed changed 
and that is a tribute to democracy. It 
is also a tribute to all of the struggles 
of the people who helped to make it 
happen. 

I commend the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for his introduction 
of this resolution. I thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
for yielding me time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary. 
I want to pay tribute to the gentleman 
and his leadership on all these impor-
tant issues. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) and the members of the com-
mittee. I am delighted to join with all 
of them in celebration of 10 years of 
rule in a democratic way in the Repub-
lic of South Africa. 

I can remember the days in Congress 
when the question of sanctions con-
sumed, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and the others 
here remember, a couple of years’ 
worth of rather fierce debate as to 
whether they were appropriate or not. I 
think fondly of our former colleagues, 
Ron Dellums of California, Bill Gray of 
Pennsylvania, and those of us that are 
here with us now, including the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
and many others. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
turning point toward this 10 years of 
celebration of a democratic Republic of 
South Africa occurred because it was 
finally determined that the time had 
come that we would impose sanctions, 
that we would not approve of doing 
business or continuing relationships 
with a country whose government was 
so one-sided, so unfair, so oppressive to 
the majority of its citizens. And so it is 
in that remembrance and out of those 
memories of the struggle that I am so 
happy to join this evening in this dec-
ade celebration of how far they have 
come. 

Obviously, all the problems are not 
solved. How could they be in 10 years 

after the long reign of oppression that 
occurred there? But this was the finest 
hour of this Congress and our country 
to have played this leading role in 
making it clear to all of the nations of 
the world that we can no longer sit by 
and silently suffer that kind of rule. 

The same situation regrettably still 
may apply and leave us with the same 
responsibilities now as applied then. I 
think now of the Congo. I think of the 
Sudan. I think of Haiti, all countries 
who are desperately in need of the con-
tinued support of this country. And 
that makes our foreign policy and the 
decisions we make in the committee 
that control foreign policy legislation 
so incredibly important. 

I congratulate the authors of this 
very important resolution. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my 
good friend and distinguished colleague 
for his thoughtful observations. Let me 
just say that occasionally, when we are 
downcast with respect to international 
developments, we must remember that 
there are lots of things we were justly 
proud of in recent decades, one clearly 
is the ending of racial discrimination, 
of apartheid in South Africa. And the 
second is the collapse of the Soviet sys-
tem and its replacement in large part 
by democratic and free societies. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no additional re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
additional requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 436, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

RECOGNIZING IMPORTANCE IN 
HISTORY OF 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF ESTABLISHMENT OF 
DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BE-
TWEEN UNITED STATES AND 
JAPAN 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 418) 
recognizing the importance in history 
of the 150th anniversary of the estab-
lishment of diplomatic relations be-
tween the United States and Japan. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 418 

Whereas over the past 150 years, the United 
States and Japan have developed a strong, 

multifaceted relationship based on shared 
democratic values and mutual interest in 
Asian and global stability and development; 

Whereas the bilateral relationship between 
the United States and Japan was opened by 
a visit by Commodore Matthew Perry to 
Japan in 1853, the goal of which was to con-
vince Japan to establish commercial and dip-
lomatic relations; 

Whereas the first bilateral treaty between 
the 2 nations, the Treaty of Peace and Amity 
between Japan and the United States, was 
signed by Commodore Perry and Japanese 
representatives on March 31, 1854, in Yoko-
hama, Japan; 

Whereas the Treaty of Peace and Amity 
signaled the end of Japan’s long isolation as 
a feudal society and set the stage for the 
Meiji Restoration and for Japan’s trans-
formation into a modern industrial nation; 

Whereas with the direct assistance of 
President Theodore Roosevelt, the Ports-
mouth Peace Treaty was signed in 1905, end-
ing the Russo-Japanese War and earning 
President Roosevelt the 1906 Nobel Peace 
Prize; 

Whereas as a symbol of friendship, Japan 
presented the United States with 3,020 cherry 
trees in 1912, which continue to blossom each 
year on the National Mall in Washington, 
District of Columbia; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
and Japan worked together after World War 
II to reconstruct Japan and to ensure the 
post war emergence of Japan as a beacon of 
democracy and economic liberalization in 
the Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas the allied security relationship 
between the United States and Japan was 
launched with the signing of the Security 
Treaty of 1951 and further solidified with the 
signing of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation 
and Security in 1960; 

Whereas the United States and Japan, de-
spite ongoing bilateral trade disputes, have 
long sought to promote economic coopera-
tion and an open global trading system, and 
both nations serve as important and power-
ful markets for each other with over 
$170,000,000,000 in bilateral trade in 2003; 

Whereas the Government of Japan strongly 
condemned the terrorist attacks against the 
United States that occurred on September 
11, 2001, provided logistical support to United 
States military operations against Al Qaeda 
and the Taliban in Afghanistan, and has been 
a leading donor for the relief and reconstruc-
tion of Afghanistan; 

Whereas the Government of Japan enacted 
special legislation to allow the deployment 
to Iraq of Japanese Self Defense Force per-
sonnel to carry out humanitarian aid and re-
construction activities, and committed to 
providing $5,000,000,000 in assistance to Iraq; 

Whereas increased tourism and edu-
cational and business exchanges between the 
people of Japan and the United States have 
dramatically increased mutual appreciation 
of Japanese and American culture; 

Whereas Japanese-American relations are 
further cemented by the enormous contribu-
tions to American economic, political, and 
cultural life by nearly 1,000,000 Japanese- 
Americans; 

Whereas Japanese Prime Minister 
Junichiro Koizumi stated at the ceremony 
commemorating the 150th anniversary of the 
Japan-United States relationship that the 
bilateral friendship ‘‘is as solid as it is be-
cause our countries share fundamental val-
ues like freedom, democracy, and free mar-
ket economy . . . [w]e are a prime example to 
the world that people of different races and 
beliefs can share the same values and be true 
friends’’; and 

Whereas generations of American and Jap-
anese leaders have steered the bilateral rela-
tionship between the two nations from the 
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humble beginnings of the visit to Japan by 
Commodore Matthew Perry to the current 
status of Japan as the strongest ally of the 
United States in the Asia-Pacific region: 
Now, therefore be it— 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) recognizes the importance in history of 
the 150th anniversary of diplomatic relations 
between the United States and Japan; and 

(2) calls for expanded political, economic, 
strategic, and cultural ties between the Jap-
anese and American people and their respec-
tive governments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con. 
Res. 418. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express 

my strong support for this resolution 
which was originally introduced by our 
good friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), the distinguished 
ranking member of the committee. 

As my colleagues may know, this 
year marks the 150th anniversary of 
the beginning of relations between 
Japan and the United States. Even at 
that time, the middle of the 19th cen-
tury, the United States saw itself as an 
emerging Pacific power and recognized 
the need for relations with Japan as a 
nation of profound significance in Asia 
and beyond. 

Despite a 250-year history of isola-
tionist policy under the Tokokawa sho-
gunate, Japan’s leadership was also be-
coming aware of vast changes taking 
place across the world and that the 
need to adapt as a matter of national 
leadership as well as economic viabil-
ity. 

The Treaty of Peace and Amity be-
tween our nations, signed 150 years 
ago, symbolizes the deep and abiding 
bond between our two peoples. 

b 1945 

As Deputy Secretary of State Rich-
ard Armitage noted recently, ‘‘the 
Treaty of Peace and Amity was a docu-
ment viewed in its time with both hope 
as well as apprehension; and indeed, 
over the years, this coming together of 
our countries, the collision of our cul-
tures, it has changed us both, greatly 
enriched the lives of our peoples, and 
at times brought us turbulence and 
even tragedy.’’ 

The bonds between our two countries 
have stood the test of time, even sur-
viving the crucible of war. They are 
bonds which are brought to the atten-

tion of Washingtonians every spring 
when those enduring symbols of Japa-
nese-American friendship, the cherry 
blossoms, a gift from the people of 
Japan in 1912, bloom along the Tidal 
Basin. They are bonds that have been 
strengthened by our joint resolve dur-
ing the Cold War, in our determination 
to foster peace and reconciliation on a 
nuclear-free Korean peninsula, and in 
the reconstruction of Iraq and Afghani-
stan. 

Today, Japan and the United States 
enjoy a unique partnership of peace 
rooted not only in common interests 
but common democratic values. Our re-
lations have never been stronger. These 
bilateral bonds are critical not only to 
the peace and security of northeast 
Asia but to the larger world commu-
nity. 

As former Senate majority leader 
Mike Mansfield noted upon assuming 
the position of U.S. Ambassador to 
Tokyo, the U.S.-Japanese relationship 
is ‘‘the most important bilateral rela-
tionship in the world, bar none.’’ It is 
that relationship and the enduring 
bonds between our two great countries 
and our two peoples which we honor 
here today through this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
strongly support this resolution and 
urge all of my colleagues to do so. 

This year, the United States and 
Japan are celebrating the 150th anni-
versary of the establishment of diplo-
matic relations between our two great 
Nations. My resolution commemorates 
this important event in our bilateral 
relationship, and it recognizes the sig-
nificant political security and eco-
nomic ties between the people of the 
United States and Japan. 

Mr. Speaker, the first bilateral trea-
ty between our two countries was 
signed by Commodore Matthew Perry 
and Japanese representatives in 1854 in 
the city of Yokohama, Japan. This 
treaty signaled the end of Japan’s long 
isolation as a feudal society and set the 
stage for Japan’s transformation into a 
modern industrial nation. 

From the humble beginnings of the 
visit to Japan by Commodore Perry, 
the United States and Japan have de-
veloped a strong, multifaceted rela-
tionship based on shared democratic 
values and mutual interests in Asian 
and global stability and economic de-
velopment. 

After generations of close security 
and political ties between Japanese and 
American leaders, Japan has emerged 
as our strongest ally in Asia. Japan has 
been a leading donor to the relief and 
reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan. 
The Japanese government enacted spe-
cial legislation to allow the deploy-
ment to Iraq of Japanese self-defense 
forces so they may carry out humani-
tarian and reconstruction activities. 

Increased tourism and educational 
and business exchanges between the 
people of Japan and the United States 

have increased mutual and reciprocal 
appreciation of Japanese and American 
culture. 

The bilateral relationship has been 
further cemented by the enormous con-
tributions to American economic polit-
ical and cultural life made by nearly 1 
million Japanese-Americans, many of 
whom live in my home State of Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States and 
Japan have developed a strong, mutu-
ally beneficial relationship over the 
past century and a half, which is now 
anchored on democracy, security, and 
respect for human rights. 

As my colleague mentioned, each 
spring thousands of cherry trees given 
to the United States by the people of 
Japan blossom here in Washington, 
D.C., to the delight of both residents 
and visitors to our capital. The connec-
tions between the United States and 
Japan will similarly continue to blos-
som and to grow, and we will certainly 
do so for many generations to come. 

I strongly support passage of this res-
olution and urge all of my colleagues 
to do so as well. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, the signing 150 
years ago of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Peace 
and Amity, also known as the Treaty of 
Kanagawa, marked the beginning of a remark-
able relationship between two great nations. It 
also represented a milestone in the history of 
each nation. 

For Japan, which was emerging from two- 
and-a-half centuries of self-imposed isolation, 
the treaty marked the moment that it began its 
ascent to the ranks of the world’s great pow-
ers. For the United States, which began as a 
small colony on the North Atlantic seaboard 
with deep roots in Europe, the treaty rep-
resented its emergence as a Pacific nation. 

The Treaty of Kanagawa was signed in 
large part because the leadership of the 
United States recognized the importance of 
establishing a formal relationship with Japan, 
a nation that, in spite of its long period of iso-
lation, was widely known to have a stable gov-
ernment as well as cultural and literary tradi-
tions that were highly evolved and refined. 

While we all acknowledge that the U.S.- 
Japan relationship has had periods of dif-
ficulty, particularly the tragedy of the Second 
World War, it has, on the whole, been close, 
sturdy, vital, and mutually beneficial. The rela-
tionship continues to flourish today because 
both nations share a belief in democratic insti-
tutions, the rule of law, and economic pros-
perity. Both nations also believe strongly in 
building a foundation for both regional and 
global cooperation throughout Asia and the 
world. 

We in Hawai‘i have long had an especial re-
lationship with Japan. Today, nearly 300,000 
residents of our state (19 percent of our popu-
lation) are descended from Japanese immi-
grants who first begin arriving in Hawai‘i—then 
the Kingdom of Hawai‘i—in 1868 to work as 
field laborers on our sugar plantations. 
Hawai‘i’s Japanese community has since 
played a central role in establishing modern 
Hawai‘i’s tradition of ethnic and social diver-
sity. 

Over the course of this commemorative 
year, I am hopeful that all Americans and Jap-
anese will reacquaint themselves with the 
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depth and value of the relationship that was 
established between our two great nations 150 
years ago. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 418. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

CONDEMNING ATTACK ON AMIA 
JEWISH COMMUNITY CENTER IN 
BUENOS AIRES, ARGENTINA, IN 
JULY 1994 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 469) 
condemning the attack on the AMIA 
Jewish Community Center in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina, in July 1994 and ex-
pressing the concern of the United 
States regarding the continuing, dec-
ade-long delay in the resolution of this 
case. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 469 

Whereas on July 18, 1994, 85 innocent peo-
ple were killed and 300 were wounded when 
the Argentine Jewish Mutual Association 
(AMIA) was bombed in Buenos Aires, Argen-
tina; 

Whereas that attack showed the same cow-
ardice and utter disregard for human life as 
the attacks on the United States on Sep-
tember 11, 2001; 

Whereas the United States welcomes Ar-
gentine President Nestor Kirchner’s political 
will to pursue the investigation of the AMIA 
bombing, as demonstrated by his executive 
order opening the archives of Argentina’s 
Secretariat for State Intelligence (SIDE), for 
raising the AMIA cause to national status, 
and for emphasizing that there is no statute 
of limitations on those responsible for this 
attack; 

Whereas it is reported that considerable 
evidence links the attacks to the terrorist 
group Hizballah, which is based in Lebanon, 
supported by Syria, and sponsored by Iran; 

Whereas the decade since the bombing has 
been marked by efforts to minimize the 
international connection to this terrorist at-
tack; 

Whereas in March 2003 an Argentine judge 
issued arrest warrants for four Iranian gov-
ernment officials who are believed to have 
been involved in planning or carrying out 
the attack against AMIA and requested that 
the International Criminal Police Organiza-
tion (INTERPOL) apprehend them; 

Whereas the four indicted Iranians are Ali 
Fallahian, a former minister of security and 

intelligence; Mohsen Rabbani, a former cul-
tural attache at the Iranian Embassy in Bue-
nos Aires; Ali Balesh-Abadi, an Iranian dip-
lomat; and Ali Akbar Parvaresh, a former 
minister of education; 

Whereas Hadi Soleimanpour, Iran’s ambas-
sador to Argentina in the 1990’s, also has an 
international arrest warrant pending against 
him by Argentine authorities for his sus-
pected primary role in the AMIA bombing; 

Whereas it is reported that suicide bomber 
Ibrahim Hussein Berro, a Lebanese citizen, 
carried out the attack on AMIA; 

Whereas it has been reported that contact 
was made by the Iranian embassy in Buenos 
Aires to Ibrahim Hussein Berro, who lived in 
a mosque in Canuelas, Argentina, in the days 
before the AMIA bombing; 

Whereas Argentine officials have acknowl-
edged that there was negligence in the ini-
tial phases of the investigation into the 1994 
bombing, including the destruction or dis-
appearance of material evidence; 

Whereas the first major criminal trial re-
garding the bombing did not begin until Sep-
tember 2001, and those who are currently on 
trial are former policemen and civilians who 
are accused of playing roles only in the pro-
curement and delivery of the vehicle which 
was used in the bombing attack; 

Whereas the judge who had presided since 
2001 over the investigation and trial related 
to the AMIA bombing was removed in De-
cember 2003 due to charges that he bribed a 
key witness in the AMIA case; 

Whereas the new trial judge, Rodolfo 
Canicoba Corral, deals with many other im-
portant cases and has few supporting staff; 

Whereas on March 17, 1992, terrorists 
bombed the Embassy of Israel in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina, killing 29 people and injur-
ing over 200, and the perpetrators of the at-
tack also remain at large; 

Whereas the inability to extradite sus-
pected Islamic militants and Iranian offi-
cials has debilitated the efforts of the Argen-
tine government to prosecute masterminds 
and planners of the 1994 AMIA bombing; 

Whereas evidence indicates that the Tri- 
Border area where the borders of Argentina, 
Paraguay, and Brazil meet is suspected of 
harboring organizations which support ter-
rorism, engage in drug and arms smuggling 
and an assorted array of other illicit, rev-
enue-raising activities; 

Whereas the Government of Argentina sup-
ports— 

(1) the 1996 Declaration of Lima to Pre-
vent, Combat and Eliminate Terrorism, 
which refers to terrorism as a ‘‘serious form 
of organized and systematic violence that is 
intended to generate chaos and fear among 
the population, results in death and destruc-
tion, and is a reprehensible criminal activ-
ity’’; and 

(2) the 1998 Commitment of Mar del Plata 
which calls terrorist acts ‘‘serious common 
crimes that erode peaceful and civilized co-
existence, affect the rule of law and the exer-
cise of democracy, and endanger the sta-
bility of democratically elected constitu-
tional governments and their socioeconomic 
development of our countries’’; 

Whereas the Government of Argentina ac-
tively supports the development of the 
‘‘Three Plus One’’ (3+1) Counterterrorism 
Dialogue with Brazil, Paraguay, and the 
United States; 

Whereas the Government of Argentina was 
successful in enacting a law on cooperation 
from defendants in terrorist matters, a law 
that will be helpful in pursuing full prosecu-
tion in this and other terrorist cases; and 

Whereas the Second Specialized Conference 
on Terrorism held in Mar del Plata, Argen-
tina on November 23 and 24, 1998, concluded 
with the adoption of the Commitment of Mar 
del Plata, calling for the establishment with-

in the Organization of American States 
(OAS) of an Inter-American Committee 
Against Terrorism (CICTE): Now, therefore, 
be it— 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) reiterates its strongest condemnation of 
the 1994 attack on the AMIA Jewish Commu-
nity Center in Buenos Aires, Argentina, and 
honors the victims of this heinous act; 

(2) expresses its sympathy to the relatives 
of the victims, who have waited ten years 
without justice for the loss of their loved 
ones, and may have to wait even longer for 
justice to be served; 

(3) underscores the concern of the United 
States regarding the continuing, decade-long 
delay in the proper resolution of this case; 

(4) strongly urges the Government of Ar-
gentina to continue to dedicate and provide 
the resources necessary for its judicial sys-
tem and intelligence agencies to investigate 
all areas of the AMIA case, including by im-
plementing Argentine President Nestor 
Kirchner’s executive order mandating the 
opening of the archives of Argentina’s Secre-
tariat for State Intelligence (SIDE), and to 
prosecute with due haste those who are re-
sponsible for the bombing; 

(5) calls upon the international community 
to cooperate fully with the investigation, in-
cluding by making information, witnesses, 
and suspects available for review and ques-
tioning by the appropriate Argentine au-
thorities; 

(6) encourages the President to direct 
United States law enforcement agencies to 
provide support and cooperation to the Gov-
ernment of Argentina, if requested, for the 
purposes of deepening and expanding the in-
vestigation into this bombing and suspected 
activities in support of terrorism in the Tri- 
Border area where the borders of Argentina, 
Paraguay, and Brazil meet; 

(7) encourages the President to direct the 
United States Representative to the Organi-
zation of American States (OAS) to— 

(A) seek support from OAS member coun-
tries for the creation of a special task force 
of the Inter-American Committee Against 
Terrorism to assist, as requested by the Gov-
ernment of Argentina, in the investigation of 
all aspects of the 1994 AMIA terrorist attack; 
and 

(B) urge OAS member countries to des-
ignate Hizballah as a terrorist organization 
if they have not already done so; 

(8) stresses the need for international pres-
sure on Iran and Syria to extradite for trial 
individuals and government officials who are 
accused of planning or perpetrating the 
AMIA attack, and to immediately, uncondi-
tionally, and permanently cease any and all 
assistance to terrorists; and 

(9) desires a lasting, warm relationship be-
tween the United States and Argentina 
which is built, in part, on mutual abhorrence 
of terrorism and commitments to peace, sta-
bility, and democracy in the Western Hemi-
sphere. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Con. 
Res. 469, the resolution under consider-
ation. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this past Sunday 

marked the 10th anniversary of the 
bombing of AMIA Jewish Community 
Center in Buenos Aires, Argentina, a 
terrorist act which killed 85 innocent 
victims and wounded 300. 

Though a decade has passed, the in-
vestigation into this brutal attack has 
yet to yield one major conviction. It 
has failed to focus on the credible evi-
dence linking this heinous attack to 
the international terrorist group 
Hezbollah, which is based in Lebanon, 
supported by Syria and sponsored by 
Iran. This lack of accountability 
should not be allowed to continue. 

We must work together to ensure 
that all those responsible for this hor-
rific act are brought to justice, so that 
terrorists everywhere understand they 
will be held accountable for their vio-
lence. 

H. Con. Res. 469 is a bipartisan reso-
lution which enjoys the support of over 
50 cosponsors. It was introduced by the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS). 

Among other provisions, this meas-
ure calls on the United States, the Ar-
gentine government, and international 
community to provide and utilize all 
necessary resources for a thorough, 
broad investigation of the AMIA bomb-
ing and other related activities in the 
Western Hemisphere. 

It further asks the international 
community to assist in the prosecution 
of the perpetrators of the AMIA bomb-
ing, including by extraditing to Argen-
tina those who are suspected of car-
rying out and participating in the at-
tack, as well as by providing access to 
witnesses and other evidence related to 
this terrorist act. 

H. Con. Res. 469, introduced by the 
Chair of the subcommittee and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS), 
focuses on the international connec-
tion to the attack, placing special em-
phasis on the role of Islamic militants 
and Iranian officials as the master-
minds and planners of the AMIA bomb-
ing. 

It calls for the creation of a special 
task force of the Inter-American Com-
mittee Against Terrorism to assist in 
the AMIA investigation and encourages 
all OAS member nations to designate 
Hezbollah as a terrorist organization. 

In addition, it seeks multilateral co-
operation in applying international 
pressure on Iran and Syria to imme-
diately and permanently cease their af-
filiation with, and assistance to, global 
terrorists. 

For the sake of the victims and sur-
vivors of the AMIA attack, for the sake 
of hemispheric and global security, and 
for the sake of justice, it is important 
that Congress recall what happened 10 
years ago in this hemisphere. 

In this context, the staff of the com-
mittee has produced a chart. It is a 
chart of names, and we present this to 
the Congress for the sake of remem-
bering that these are real people, with 
real histories and real lives; and if we 
think about philosophies, as well as 
terrorism, it is interesting to note that 
the first great philosophical tome on 
terrorism by a Harvard philosopher 
named Hannah Arendt pointed out that 
the great tragedy of the Holocaust was 
the effort by governments not only to 
take people’s lives but to make them 
into numbers, to make people unknown 
in their own fates, to make them anon-
ymous. 

So it is important when people are 
subjected to terrorist kinds of cir-
cumstances that it be understood that 
these are real people with real his-
tories, and this is a real tragedy. 

It is always awkward in any sense of 
crime to think of statutes of limita-
tions; but when it comes to terrorism, 
there should be no statute of limita-
tion, and 10 years is a long time for no 
progress. It is the obligation of civ-
ilized people to remember the people 
and to remember that accountability is 
important. 

It is for that reason that this resolu-
tion has been brought before the 
House, and I urge its unanimous adop-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to commend my good friend 
from Iowa for his thoughtful and seri-
ous comments. I also want to thank 
my good friend, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the 
Committee on International Relations, 
and the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on the Middle East and 
Central Asia, for their invaluable work 
on behalf of this resolution. I rise in 
strong support of the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, on the morning of July 
18, 1994, life in downtown Buenos Aires, 
Argentina, hummed along as it had on 
many previous mornings. Students 
headed off to school, and an electrician 
repaired faulty wiring on a building. 
Receptionists tapped at their type-
writers, and then, suddenly, a suicide 
bomber slammed an explosives-laden 
vehicle into the Argentine Jewish Mu-
tual Association building. 

The explosion which followed merci-
lessly killed 85 innocent men, women, 
and children and wounded over 300 oth-
ers. 

Little Sebastian Barreiro’s life ended 
that day. The 5-year-old had been hold-
ing his mother’s hand as both of them 
had been walking in front of the build-
ing of the Jewish Community Center 
when the bomb ripped through that 
building. 

In addition to the terrible loss of life, 
the 1994 terrorist attack totally de-
stroyed the seven-story building of the 
Jewish community in Buenos Aires and 
heavily damaged surrounding build-

ings. With the obliteration of the 
brick-and-mortar community center, a 
repository of 100-year-old historical ar-
chives documenting the history of the 
Jews in Argentina, as well as the lit-
erary treasures of Argentinean Jewry 
and the community’s cemetery records 
were all irreplaceably lost. 

Mr. Speaker, much like the horrific 
attacks on our own country just 3 
years ago, the brutal bombing in Ar-
gentina in 1994 was an international 
terrorist act. Among the 85 dead were 
six Bolivians, two Poles, and one Chil-
ean. 

b 2000 

The perpetrators are suspected of 
having received financial and logistical 
support from terrorist individuals and 
groups operating in a nefarious 
triborder region between Argentina, 
Brazil and Paraguay. And the cowardly 
bomber himself was an accomplice of 
Hezbollah, a U.S.-designated foreign 
terrorist organization headquartered in 
Syria. 

In fact, just days after this brutal 
and cruel bombing, a Hezbollah-based 
organization based in Lebanon claimed 
responsibility for this heinous crime. 
Despite this claim of responsibility 10 
years ago, the families and friends of 
the victims and the entire Jewish com-
munity in Argentina were left to ask 
when justice will finally be served. 

Mr. Speaker, the initial phases of the 
investigation into the bombing were 
botched by Argentinian authorities. A 
criminal trial of 20 alleged local ac-
complices, finally begun in September 
2001, over 6 years after the commission 
of this horrific crime and the inves-
tigation, unbelievably, is still ongoing. 

In March 2003, the presiding judge 
issued arrest warrants for former Ira-
nian Government officials who are be-
lieved to have orchestrated the ter-
rorist bombing of the Jewish commu-
nity center in Buenos Aires, but these 
Iranian officials have yet to be arrested 
and sent to Argentina for trial. 

Mr. Speaker, justice cannot wait any 
longer. The families of the victims and 
the larger Jewish community in Argen-
tina deserve to know, after 10 agoniz-
ing years, who is responsible for this 
horrendous terrorist act. 

Our resolution, which I sponsored 
with my good friend and colleague, the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Middle East and Asia, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), 
urges the administration, our adminis-
tration, and the Government of Argen-
tina, the Organization of American 
States, and all of our allies, to pursue 
the international culprits of this mon-
strous bombing, even if they are still 
hiding in Iran. 

Mr. Speaker, we have known for 
many years that Iran, working through 
their Hezbollah stooges, commits wan-
ton acts of violence against civilized 
society; and we strongly suspect that 
the Iranian Government was involved 
in this mass killing, just one of the 
many terrorist acts perpetrated by the 

VerDate May 21 2004 03:20 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.173 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6525 July 21, 2004 
ayatollahs in Tehran and their accom-
plices. 

I thank all of my colleagues for their 
hard work on this important resolu-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

First, I would like to thank Yleem 
Poblete for her work on the sub-
committee on this resolution, and I 
want to reraise this plaque of names. 
We are obligated to remember the vic-
tims of the AMIA bombing. We are ob-
ligated to remember the men, the 
women and children whose names are 
listed here, whose lives were abruptly 
ended by a terrorist assault simply be-
cause of their beliefs. We have no 
choice except to demonstrate our com-
mitment to help bring murderers to 
justice. 

I urge unanimous support of this res-
olution of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN). 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE). 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE). 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlemen for yielding me this 
time. 

I rise in support for H. Con. Res. 694 
condemning the attack on the AMIA 
Jewish Community Center in Buenos 
Aires, Argentina, in July, 1994, and to 
express the concern of the United 
States regarding continuing, decade- 
long delay in the resolution of this 
case. 

I think it is important to remember 
that whenever we see injustice any-
where, it is an attack on injustice ev-
erywhere. I think with the horrendous 
act in July of 1994, and with the lack of 
support or urgency of the Organization 
of American States, without the push-
ing of international organizations, that 
we leave a message that people can do 
what they feel like they want to do and 
get away with it. So I strongly urge 
that organizations responsible for see-
ing that justice is done worldwide 
would focus their attention on this. 

It was 10 years ago that the genocide 
was going on in Rwanda. While we cele-
brated 10 years of independence for 
South Africa, we looked around with 
other terrible things happening. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) for this resolution. We must con-
tinue to be vigilant because injustice 
anywhere is an insult to justice every-
where. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, this past 
Sunday marked the tenth anniversary of the 
deplorable terrorist attack against the AMIA 
Jewish Community Center in Buenos Aires, 
Argentina. Eighty-five innocent human beings, 
including frail little girls and boys were killed, 

and 300 were wounded, by elements linked to 
the global terrorist network. Today, sorrow, de-
spair and frustration still permeate the air, as 
justice remains an elusive, abstract concept 
for the victims and survivors of the AMIA 
bombing. This cannot and must not continue. 

For this reason, the resolution I drafted with 
the Ranking Member of the International Rela-
tions Committee, Mr. LANTOS, renews and re-
directs international attention to the AMIA 
bombing, in order to ensure that justice is fi-
nally served—to ensure that the terrorists are 
held accountable, and that they are no longer 
allowed to roam freely, enjoying virtual impu-
nity for this horrific act. 

It was clear from the onset that the AMIA at-
tack and the earlier one on the Israeli Em-
bassy, were part of a campaign of violence 
targeted at the Jewish community in Argentina 
and throughout the world, by radical militant 
groups in the Middle East. Considerable evi-
dence now supports this linkage, attributing 
the bombing to the terrorist group Hizballah, 
based in Lebanon, supported by Syria, and 
sponsored by Iran. 

Argentine authorities shave issued various 
arrest warrants for Iranian government officials 
who are believed to have been involved in 
planning or carrying out the attack against 
AMIA. Among these are the former Iranian 
minister of security and intelligence; a former 
cultural attaché at the Iranian Embassy in 
Buenos Aries; an Iranian diplomat; a former 
minister of education; and the Iranian Ambas-
sador to Argentina during the 1990s. It is fur-
ther reported that one of the suicide bombers 
responsible for the murder and injuries of hun-
dreds in the AMIA attack, had contact with the 
Iranian embassy in Buenos Aires in the days 
prior to the bombing. 

Additional evidence indicates that the tri-bor-
der area, where Argentina, Paraguay and 
Brazil meet, was used to channel resources 
for the purpose of carrying out this terrorist at-
tack. We now understand the importance of 
this critical piece of information, as the tri-bor-
der area is today widely reported to be a cess-
pool of Islamist terrorist activity. Yet, despite 
this growing evidentiary record, the decade 
since the AMIA bombing has been marred by 
negligence in the initial phases of the inves-
tigation, and by efforts to minimize the inter-
national connection to this second attack by 
the global terrorist network in our own Hemi-
sphere. 

The resolution we are considering today 
seeks to address this problem by, among 
other things: (1) Urging the Government of Ar-
gentina to dedicate the necessary resources 
for its judicial system and intelligence agen-
cies to fully investigate and prosecute the 
AMIA case; (2) Calling upon the international 
community to cooperate fully with the inves-
tigation, including making all parties and infor-
mation available to Argentine authorities, and, 
in particular, by honoring extradition requests 
for former Iranian officials who are now in third 
countries, such as Great Britain. 

Notably, H. Con. Res. 469: (1) Encourages 
the President to direct U.S. law enforcement 
agencies to provide support and cooperation, 
if requested, to the Government of Argentina 
to ensure a resolution of the AMIA case; (2) 
Calls for the creation of a special task force of 
the Inter-American Committee Against Ter-
rorism to assist Argentina in investigating all 
aspects of the AMIA attack, particularly the 
international connection; and (3) Urges OAS 

member nations to designate Hizballah as a 
terrorist organization if they have not already 
done so. 

My colleagues, the wounds will not begin to 
heal until the investigation in to the AMIA 
bombing is pursued with vigor and determina-
tion, and until effective action is taken by all to 
ensure that justice is served. The scars will 
serve as a constant reminder of the need for 
vigilance in our Hemisphere, of the need for 
democratic countries to unite in condemning 
such horrid acts and work together to protect 
the right of every citizen, in every society, to 
live in peace and liberty free from the threat of 
terrorism. 

This resolution is an important first step to-
ward achieving that goal. It is a call to action. 
It sends an unequivocal message to all that 
the United States considers the resolution of 
this case to be a priority, that it is prepared to 
take the necessary steps to ensure this end, 
working both with regional neighbors, as well 
as with the Argentine government. 

Ten years have already passed. We cannot 
wait any longer. It is time for the rule of law 
to be seen and to be heard in this important 
case. We cannot allow justice to be held cap-
tive by inaction. 

I thank the over 50 co-sponsors of this reso-
lution for their support, and would especially 
like to thank the House Leadership and Chair-
man HYDE, for allowing this measure to move 
expeditiously to the Floor, and ask my col-
leagues to render their overwhelming support 
by voting ‘‘yes’’ on H. Con. Res. 469. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the concur-
rent resolution, H. Con. Res. 469. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

DECLARING GENOCIDE IN DARFUR, 
SUDAN 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 467) 
declaring genocide in Darfur, Sudan, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 467 

Whereas Article 1 of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide (signed at Paris on December 9, 
1948) states that ‘‘the Contracting Parties 
confirm that genocide, whether committed 
in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime 
under international law which they under-
take to prevent and to punish’’; 

Whereas Article 2 of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide declares that ‘‘in the present Con-
vention, genocide means any of the following 
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acts committed with the intent to destroy, 
in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, ra-
cial or religious group, as such: (a) killing 
members of the group; (b) causing serious 
bodily or mental harm to members of the 
group; (c) deliberately inflicting on the 
group conditions of life calculated to bring 
about its physical destruction in whole or in 
part; (d) imposing measures intended to pre-
vent births within the group; and (e) forcibly 
transferring children of the group to another 
group’’; 

Whereas Article 3 of the Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide affirms that ‘‘[the] following acts 
shall be punishable: (a) genocide; (b) con-
spiracy to commit genocide; (c) direct and 
public incitement to commit genocide; (d) 
attempt to committed genocide; and (e) 
complicit in genocide’’; 

Whereas in Darfur, Sudan, an estimated 
30,000 innocent civilians have been brutally 
murdered, more than 130,000 people have 
been forced from their homes and have fled 
to neighboring Chad, and more than 1,000,000 
people have been internally displaced; and 

Whereas in March 2004 the United Nations 
Resident Humanitarian Coordinator stated: 
‘‘[T]he war in Darfur started off in a small 
way last year but it has progressively gotten 
worse. A predominant feature of this is that 
the brunt is being borne by civilians. This in-
cludes vulnerable women and children . . . 
The violence in Darfur appears to be particu-
larly directed at a specific group based on 
their ethnic identity and appears to be 
systemized.’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That Congress— 

(1) declares that the atrocities unfolding in 
Darfur, Sudan, are genocide; 

(2) reminds the Contracting Parties to the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of the Crime of Genocide (signed at 
Paris on December 9, 1948), particularly the 
Government of Sudan, of their legal obliga-
tions under the Convention; 

(3) declares that the Government of Sudan, 
as a Contracting Party, has violated the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of the Crime of Genocide; 

(4) deplores the failure of the United Na-
tions Human Rights Commission to take ap-
propriate action with respect to the crisis in 
Darfur, Sudan, particularly the failure by 
the Commission to support United States– 
sponsored efforts to strongly condemn gross 
human rights violations committed in 
Darfur, and calls upon the United Nations 
and the United Nations Secretary General to 
assert leadership by calling the atrocities 
being committed in Darfur by their rightful 
name: ‘‘genocide’’; 

(5) calls on the member states of the 
United Nations, particularly member states 
from the African Union, the Arab League, 
and the Organization of the Islamic Con-
ference, to undertake measures to prevent 
the genocide in Darfur, Sudan, from esca-
lating further, including the imposition of 
targeted means against those responsible for 
the atrocities; 

(6) urges the Administration to call the 
atrocities being committed in Darfur, Sudan, 
by their rightful name: ‘‘genocide’’; 

(7) commends the Administration’s leader-
ship in seeking a peaceful resolution to the 
conflict in Darfur, Sudan, and in addressing 
the ensuing humanitarian crisis, including 
the visit of Secretary of State Colin Powell 
to Darfur in June 2004 to engage directly in 
efforts to end the genocide, and the provision 
of nearly $140,000,000 to date in bilateral hu-
manitarian assistance through the United 
States Agency for International Develop-
ment; 

(8) commends the President for appointing 
former Senator John Danforth as Envoy for 

Peace in Sudan on September 6, 2001, and 
further commends the appointment of Sen-
ator Danforth as United States Ambassador 
to the United Nations; 

(9) calls on the Administration to continue 
to lead an international effort to stop geno-
cide in Darfur, Sudan; 

(10) urges the Administration to seriously 
consider multilateral or even unilateral 
intervention to stop genocide in Darfur, 
Sudan, should the United Nations Security 
Council fail to act; 

(11) calls on the Administration to impose 
targeted means, including visa bans and the 
freezing of assets, against officials and other 
individuals of the Government of Sudan, as 
well as Janjaweed militia commanders, who 
are responsible for war crimes and crimes 
against humanity in Darfur, Sudan; and 

(12) calls on the United States Agency for 
International Development to establish a 
Darfur Resettlement, Rehabilitation, and 
Reconstruction Fund so that those individ-
uals driven off their land may return and 
begin to rebuild their communities. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the concurrent resolution under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I stand before Members 

tonight to urge their support for House 
Concurrent Resolution 467 which de-
clares genocide in the Darfur region of 
western Sudan. 

Unfortunately, there is no one among 
us who is unfamiliar with the word 
‘‘genocide.’’ Several of us have been 
personally affected by genocide. The 
mere mention of the word evokes the 
horrific images of the gas chambers of 
the Holocaust, the killing fields of 
Cambodia, the mass graves of 
Srebrenica, and the bloodied streets of 
Rwanda. The atrocities committed in 
these areas were heinous and must not 
be belittled by casual usage of the word 
‘‘genocide,’’ but I assure Members the 
decision to bring this resolution to the 
floor and to make such a declaration 
has been anything but casual. 

Out of a preconflict population of 6.5 
million in Darfur, an estimated 30,000 
people have been killed, another 300,000 
face certain death in the coming 
months. Up to 1 million have been in-
ternally displaced, and 130,000 others 
have been forced to flee to neighboring 
Chad. Remember that this is happening 
in a country that has undergone the 
most horrific civil war for over 25 
years, where 2 million people have died 
and 4 million people have been dis-
placed. Against that backdrop, we now 
have Darfur. 

Reports by refugees, internally dis-
placed persons, and the United Nations 
officials detail a systematic pattern of 
attacks against civilians by govern-
ment-supported militias who employ 
scorched earth tactics, murder, rape 
and pillage with impunity. These at-
tacks have been conducted in a delib-
erate, sequenced, and systematic fash-
ion, and according to a recent report 
by the International Crisis Group, 
‘‘have led to the depopulation of entire 
areas inhabited by the Fur, Zaghawa, 
Massaleit and other small groups of 
black African origin.’’ 

I believe, and this resolution affirms, 
that these atrocities meet the defini-
tion of genocide as defined in the Con-
vention on the Prevention and Punish-
ment of the Crime of Genocide, signed 
in Paris on December 9, 1948. 

The manager’s amendment before 
you does nothing to alter the purpose 
of the underlying resolution. The 
changes in the preamble are strictly 
technical and perfecting. The changes 
in the Resolved Clauses include clari-
fications in the new text which, one, 
make it clear that the Government of 
Sudan has violated the convention, and 
the prevention and punishment of the 
crime of genocide; two, call for specific 
actions by member states of the United 
Nations; and three, recognize the lead-
ership of the administration in seeking 
a peaceful resolution to this crisis. 

On April 7, 2004, the same day that 
world leaders were gathered in Kigali 
to commemorate the 10-year anniver-
sary of the Rwandan genocide, United 
Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan 
appeared before the U.N. Commission 
on Human Rights stating that reports 
of ethnic cleansing from Darfur had 
left him with a ‘‘deep sense of fore-
boding,’’ and called for decisive action. 
We are still waiting to see what deci-
sive action the United Nations will 
take. 

I am particularly disappointed in the 
inaction of a few recalcitrant members 
of the African Union, the Arab League, 
and the Organization of Islamic Con-
ference, who seem comfortable with 
sitting back while tens of thousands of 
their African and Muslim brothers die. 
To this end, the manager’s amendment 
deplores the failure of the United Na-
tions Human Rights Commission to 
condemn the gross violations of human 
rights which have taken place in 
Darfur, and calls on the United Nations 
and the U.N. Secretary-General to as-
sert their leadership by calling the 
atrocities by their rightful name, geno-
cide. 

It also calls on members of the 
United Nations, particularly the mem-
ber states from the African Union, the 
Arab League, and the Organization of 
the Islamic Conference, to undertake 
effective measures to stop the genocide 
in Darfur. 

The manager’s amendment also in-
cludes language which commends the 
robust response of the administration. 
This administration has taken the lead 
in attempting to resolve this crisis and 
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deserves credit for their efforts. How-
ever, it is important to note that the 
protection of human rights and the 
prevention of genocide are not the re-
sponsibility of a few; they are the re-
sponsibility of us all. The United 
States cannot do this alone. The 
United Nations, the European Union, 
the African Union, the Arab League 
and others must step up now if we hope 
to prevent this genocide from esca-
lating. 

True to form, Josef Stalin once cal-
lously remarked, ‘‘One death is a trag-
edy. A million deaths is a statistic.’’ 
Given his propensity for mass murder, 
this remark comes as no surprise. I 
submit, however, that those who have 
died, those who face death, and those 
who have lost their homes in Darfur 
are not mere statistics. To really know 
this tragedy is to think about the mur-
der of the little boy and girl whose 
corpses lie in the sand, to imagine 
their last moments of stark terror, and 
to consider this brutal act repeated 
30,000-fold. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before 
you tonight is the product of a truly 
collaborative effort and enjoys bipar-
tisan support. If we are going to at-
tempt to solve this problem, we must 
first understand that which confronts 
us in its totality. The first step is to 
acknowledge that we are dealing with 
genocide. The next step is to take ac-
tion to stop the atrocities. Let us not 
look back 10 years from now, wishing 
we had done more, saying what we 
have heard said oftentimes on this 
floor and in halls around the world 
about Rwanda, ‘‘I wish we would have 
done more. I wish we would have taken 
action.’’ 

b 2015 

We do not want to be in that position 
again. This is the time. This is the op-
portunity we have to take those steps, 
to take that action. This is not a polit-
ical issue as evidenced by the fact that 
there is broad bipartisan support. This 
is an issue of morality. It calls upon 
every single one of us in this room and 
on this planet to search our own hearts 
and souls and to think about what it is 
we can do individually to stop this 
tragedy. It is a calling. It is a moral 
calling on us all. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and I rise in strong support of this res-
olution. First I would like to thank my 
good friend and distinguished colleague 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for intro-
ducing this critically important resolu-
tion and for his leadership on issues af-
fecting the entire African continent. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has the oppor-
tunity to take a historic step today, to 
send a message to the entire world that 
we will no longer deal with genocide in 
hindsight. Instead, we will denounce it 
when we see it, we will take effective 
steps to stop it, and we will hold those 
who commit genocide responsible for 

their monstrous actions. Today we face 
one of the most tragic situations on 
the planet, the crisis in Darfur, West-
ern Sudan. The Sudanese government 
has planned, organized, and carried out 
unspeakable atrocities against native 
black African men, women, and chil-
dren with the deliberate intent to en-
gage in mass murder. Article 2 of the 
Convention on the Prevention and Pun-
ishment of the Crime of Genocide says: 
‘‘Any act committed with the intent to 
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, 
ethnic, racial, or religious group is 
genocide.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, exactly what is the case 
for declaring the crime of genocide 
against the Khartoum government and 
its Arab surrogates? They have killed 
tens of thousands of individuals based 
solely on their African identity. They 
have caused serious bodily and mental 
harm to over 130,000 people, dislocated 
from Darfur into horrendous tem-
porary camps in neighboring Chad. 
They have created over 1 million inter-
nally displaced persons, destroyed their 
homes and livelihood, and left them in 
uninhabitable and remote areas with-
out food, medicine, and shelter. 

These actions were taken specifically 
to bring about their physical destruc-
tion through starvation, exposure, and 
disease. Khartoum has deliberately and 
masterfully frustrated efforts to bring 
humanitarian relief by the inter-
national community while conducting 
a vicious campaign of terror against 
the men, women, and children of 
Darfur. Finally, Mr. Speaker, they 
have targeted men and boys for killing 
and used rape as a weapon of war 
against the women and girls of Darfur. 

These actions have gone on far too 
long. But those of us who months ago 
were crying out for some sort of action 
by the international community have 
had reason in recent weeks to take 
some heart. Both our own government 
and the United Nations have started 
taking steps to intervene in this hor-
rendous situation. I want to commend 
Secretary of State Colin Powell for his 
recent visit to Darfur and his efforts to 
stop Khartoum’s genocidal efforts in 
their tracks. I also want to commend 
my friend U.N. Secretary-General Kofi 
Annan for his recent trip to Darfur 
where he too brought attention to the 
atrocities and demanded the Sudanese 
authorities stop the human destruction 
and protect the people of Darfur. 

It is incumbent upon us to support an 
intervention protection force that will 
stop the killing and protect citizens, 
humanitarian relief workers and inter-
national monitors. We must work 
closely with the African Union and the 
United Nations to bring peacekeeping 
forces and diplomatic authority to 
change Khartoum’s evil and monstrous 
policies. Africa and the international 
community cannot stand by while 
black Africans are deliberately killed 
because of who they are. This historic 
action today by our Congress will sig-
nal to the world that we will no longer 
deal with genocide in hindsight, but we 

will denounce it when we see it and 
hold those who commit genocide re-
sponsible for their evil actions. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FRANKS). 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I thank the 
gentleman from Colorado for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand tonight with 
these distinguished Members in sup-
port of House Concurrent Resolution 
467, declaring genocide in Darfur, 
Sudan. To date an estimated 30,000 ci-
vilians have been murdered, more than 
130,000 have been forced from their 
homes and have fled to neighboring 
Chad, and more than 1 million people 
have been internally displaced. If the 
international community fails to act, 
what awaits these people is a terrible 
season of prolonged suffering and pain-
ful death. Even now, mothers who have 
traveled miles fleeing their husbands’ 
murderers are watching their children 
starve. They are helpless to end the vi-
olence. We are not. We must act. We 
cannot wait until thousands more have 
died. 

Mr. Speaker, the good news is that 
we can prevent the loss of life. There is 
a way that our actions can matter. We 
have seen the faces of women holding 
their emaciated babies to their chest 
with tears streaming down their faces, 
and we have seen the photos of burned- 
out villages. What is reflected in the 
eyes of these women is at once utter 
relief at having found the camp and un-
imaginable grief in the tragic and 
needless losses they have endured. 
Some of them bear the physical scars 
of beatings and branding, but many 
more of them bear the emotional scars 
of brutal rape by the evil Janjaweed 
militias. 

Mr. Speaker, even in the camps, the 
people are not safe from harm. The 
people in this crisis make an impos-
sible decision every day. They have to 
decide whether to send the old men and 
boys for firewood fearing that they will 
be killed, or whether to send the 
women and girls for firewood fearing 
that they will be raped. Mr. Speaker, 
this horrifying choice is unacceptable. 
America and the world must demand 
that humanitarian aid workers have 
access to these suffering souls in order 
to bring them the food that they need, 
and further that credible peacekeepers 
enter Sudan in order to provide the 
critical and desperately needed secu-
rity so that their lives, their future is 
not further marred by the horrible 
choices they were forced to make in 
order to survive. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of Darfur 
should have a future. We must pass 
House Concurrent Resolution 467. Any-
thing less would be a disgraceful fail-
ure before the eyes of God and human-
ity. 
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, before 

yielding, I would like to ask my col-
league from Colorado if he would ac-
commodate us by yielding some of his 
time to us because we have a number of 
distinguished colleagues who wish to 
speak on this issue. 

Mr. TANCREDO. I would be happy to 
do so. I cannot do it right now because 
we have at least one other colleague 
who is on his way and I do not know 
how much; but whatever time we can 
yield, we will do so. 

Mr. LANTOS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s accommodation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to yield 
4 minutes to my good friend from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), the author of this 
important resolution. 

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, let me 
commend our leaders in the Committee 
on International Relations, Chairman 
HYDE and Ranking Member LANTOS, for 
their tireless work in bringing this his-
toric resolution declaring genocide in 
Darfur, Sudan to the floor. Many peo-
ple have held back on using the word 
‘‘genocide’’ out of fear that it is really 
a declaration that they try to step 
around, but I really am so proud that 
this House of Representatives is stand-
ing up and calling it like it is. As my 
colleague from Colorado said, it is 
genocide. Let me just say that this 
would have been impossible without 
the Tancredos and the Wolfs and the 
Royces on the other side and fighters 
on our side such as the gentlewoman 
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) and all 
of the members of the Congressional 
Black Caucus and our dean, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

This is something that we did not do 
10 years ago when genocide was hap-
pening in Rwanda. We looked the other 
way. But we are not going to look the 
other way in 2004. We must also im-
press upon the world community, the 
AU, the EU, the Islamic Front, all of 
the groups, that they must come to-
gether and that they must declare and 
work towards having civility return to 
Sudan. 

But I want to remind the Congress 
that although we need to act now in 
Darfur, that once the crisis is under 
control, we cannot rest on our laurels 
and fool ourselves that this type of 
thing will not happen again. Let me 
just remind the Speaker that this same 
government gave sanctuary to Osama 
bin Laden from 1991 to 1996, allowing 
him to build his terror network world-
wide. In fact, I would argue that al 
Qaeda was conceived and created in 
Sudan in the 1990s. Other terrorist acts 
are also linked to the current officials 
still sitting in Sudan that have not 
even been questioned. 

It is important to recall that the gov-
ernment of Sudan’s involvement in 
international terrorism goes back a 
decade. The Sudanese government was 
directly involved in the World Trade 
Center bombing in 1993. The master-

mind of the 1993 bombing, Sheikh 
Abdel Rahman, who was sentenced to 
life in 1995, received his visa from the 
same Khartoum government. He was a 
guest of senior Sudanese government 
officials several weeks before that hap-
pened at that time. Of the 15 men in-
dicted for this terror act, five were Su-
danese nationalists. These Sudanese 
nationalists had strong ties with Suda-
nese diplomats stationed right here in 
New York at the Sudan Embassy at the 
United Nations. 

In 1995, members of an Egyptian ter-
rorist group tried to assassinate Presi-
dent Hosni Mubarak of Egypt when he 
was attending a meeting in Ethiopia at 
the OAU summit. The 11-man assas-
sination team had been given safe 
haven in Sudan to prepare for the mis-
sion to kill the Egyptian president. 
The weapons used in the assassination 
attempt were reportedly flown into 
Ethiopia on Sudan Airways. The pass-
ports used by the assassins were also 
prepared in Khartoum, according to a 
United Nations report. 

The point of listing all of this is to 
show a pattern. This is a regime that 
does not care about human lives and to 
think that they will stop at Darfur, we 
are fooling ourselves. We must begin to 
get serious about our dealings with the 
government of Sudan. No more cod-
dling them because they have oil or be-
cause they have links to Islamic coun-
tries, no more allowing the African 
Union to give excuses, no more allow-
ing the EU saying, What are we doing 
here? 

We must act now. We must continue 
the pressure. I urge my colleagues to 
support H. Con. Res. 467, declaring 
genocide in Darfur. 

Mr. LANTOS. I want to thank my 
friend for his powerful statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 2 minutes to my good friend, the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), a distinguished member 
of the Committee on International Re-
lations. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in 
permitting me to speak on this resolu-
tion, and I appreciate the gentleman 
from New Jersey bringing it forward. 

I think it is important that we are 
stepping forward to call what is hap-
pening in this troubled country by 
what it is, genocide. As has been ref-
erenced, we have already lost over 
30,000 people. The best estimate is that 
we are looking at a third of a million 
people if everything goes right, and 
sadly, the path that we are on today is 
a million or more. 

I hope that this will be an important 
first step for us to acknowledge, as the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) put forth, that this is different 
than when we stood by 10 years ago in 
Rwanda or a dozen years ago in Bosnia; 
or sadly, the United States was not 
forthcoming a generation ago in Eu-
rope during World War II. But I think 

that experience has chastened us and, I 
hope, has sensitized us; and I hope the 
language that is put forward here is 
just the beginning. By all means, call 
it by what it is. By all means, move 
forward with the United Nations. 

But I would hope that when we think 
of having spent $200 billion in round 
numbers in Iraq for actually a threat 
that has proven to be far less, that we 
can put forward the same sort of en-
ergy and interest in uniting the world 
community in making sure that we im-
plement the extreme diplomacy that is 
necessary, that we use the power of 
this country from military to diplo-
macy to the moral suasion that we are 
capable of to make sure that we tip the 
balance and move it in the right direc-
tion. 

I commend all my colleagues that are 
here this evening, late in the evening, 
for sharing their concerns and trying 
to craft a bipartisan approach. But I 
hope that this is but one of many steps 
of this nature to highlight, and that we 
will continue to spotlight and speak for 
as long as we are faced with this prob-
lem. We cannot ignore it, to let it slip 
away. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 467, declaring genocide in 
Darfur, Sudan. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for intro-
ducing this important legislation. I 
want to personally thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) 
and his staff and the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) for ensuring 
that this resolution reached the floor 
in an expedited manner. I want to also 
thank the leadership for allowing this 
to come up so quickly. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) 
and the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) and their staffs for their 
continued focus on Darfur. I am proud 
that this resolution has the support of 
so many Members standing side by side 
for the people of Darfur. 

Mr. Speaker, I first stood on the floor 
of the House last March to highlight 
the situation in Darfur and to call the 
world’s attention to the ongoing 
slaughter of innocent civilians. At that 
time, thousands were dead and pre-
dictions of more death were certain; 
and since then the world has finally 
awakened to what is occurring. Arti-
cles have been written, protesters ar-
rested, newspapers have carried the 
story on the front pages. Now we all 
know, all the world now knows what is 
occurring in Darfur, and we must act 
to stop it. Failure to do so will cost 
more lives. 

Unfortunately, the situation worsens 
on a daily basis. An estimate of 1,000 
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lives are now being lost every day. The 
situation has escalated to the point 
that I can now firmly say that I believe 
that genocide is taking place, and we 
all have a responsibility and a duty to 
the people of Darfur to try to stop it in 
its tracks. 

I went to Darfur with Senator 
BROWNBACK. We met the people. We 
heard their stories. I listened to the 
women tell us who had been raped over 
and over. The people of Darfur are suf-
fering. 

Historically, in past cases, the world 
has been slow to act when faced with 
genocide, but today it is different. 
Today we stand here in the House, the 
people’s body, staring genocide in the 
face. And today we know what is occur-
ring and we are not afraid to call it 
what it is, genocide. The international 
community now has a moral and a 
legal obligation to stop what is occur-
ring and bring those responsible to jus-
tice. 

I want to commend the United States 
for taking the lead to help end the cri-
sis. Secretary Powell, I want to thank 
him and Secretary-General Annan. 
They are to be commended for going to 
Darfur. I also want to commend the 
United States Agency for International 
Development and the team which has 
people on the ground. 

The United States must continue to 
speak out, and I am proud tonight that 
for the first time when genocide is tak-
ing place, the people’s House is speak-
ing out. Every other time the resolu-
tions took place after it was over and 
all the people were dead. 

I want to thank the Members on this 
side and the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE) for all his efforts from 
way, way back, and all of them over 
there and the Members on this side. 
This is very important to speak out for 
the voiceless, those who have no voice. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), my friend and neigh-
bor. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
because, as we speak, genocide is oc-
curring in Darfur in the western 
Sudan. 

And let me just thank our ranking 
member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), for his sense of 
outrage and morality on this issue, as 
well as the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TANCREDO) for his consistent work 
to expose the atrocities as genocide. 

Also, let me just recognize and thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE) for his efforts as our ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Africa 
for always keeping African issues at 
the front of our congressional legisla-
tive agenda. For so many years he has 
been sounding the alarm, and finally 
tonight we are here. So I just want to 
thank him for his constant sounding of 
the alarm for this and for the people of 
the Sudan. 

The murders, the rape, and the 
scorched-earth campaign in Darfur is 
genocide. We call it what it is by sup-
porting this resolution. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Africa, there has been no evidence pre-
sented to indicate that this is not 
genocide. It is. It has been 10 years, Mr. 
Speaker, and the international commu-
nity, particularly the United States, 
must learn from the Rwandan tragedy. 
Like Rwanda, the warning signs in 
Darfur were obvious. But we did noth-
ing, and now the international commu-
nity is watching once again as millions 
of Black Africans are wiped out of 
western Sudan. 

The Bush administration has raised 
concerns and the United Nations has 
denounced the ‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ exe-
cuted by militias supported by the 
Khartoum government, but this is be-
yond ethnic cleansing. This is system-
atic and calculated genocide. Hundreds 
of thousands are fleeing Darfur, fearing 
that they will become yet another sta-
tistic in a malicious plan to rape, tor-
ture, and ultimately wipe out all 
Blacks in the southwest region of 
Sudan. 

As in other conflicts designed delib-
erately to humiliate and eliminate peo-
ple because of their identity, we have 
seen women and girls targeted for rape 
in Darfur. How can we allow this trav-
esty to continue and not be outraged? 

The inaction of this administration I 
think is unconscionable, especially 
when we consider that one word, one 
word, ‘‘genocide,’’ can make the dif-
ference between humanitarian assist-
ance and international justice for 
Darfurians. 

Let us pass this resolution. 
Why would the Bush Administration argue 

over the definition of genocide, while mur-
derers, rapists, the janjaweed, and the Khar-
toum government have the blood of the Darfur 
people on their hands? 

The government of Sudan is not our partner 
in peace. 

Our sense of morality requires us to do ev-
erything possible to stop this carnage. This bi-
partisan resolution will help save hundreds of 
thousands of lives. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), our distinguished Democratic 
leader, an indefatigable champion of 
human rights across the globe. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
our distinguished ranking member for 
yielding me this time and for his lead-
ership on this very important issue. 

In the very short time allotted to me, 
I want to commend my colleagues for 
being so vocal on this issue at this 
time and, frankly, for a very long time. 
I have said before when we had another 
resolution, an earlier resolution, on the 
floor that there is no Member of Con-
gress that I hold in higher esteem than 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF) for his work on human rights 
throughout the world. And he has been 
a leader on this issue, visiting over the 
years, warning America, warning the 
world of the impending disaster that 
was there in one form or another over 
time. 

And the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE) has taken the lead in the 

Committee on International Relations 
on this important issue, and it has not 
been because Members of Congress, es-
pecially the Congressional Black Cau-
cus in the Congress, have not blown the 
whistle, have not sounded the alarm, 
have not called the public’s attention 
to what is happening there. 

And the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LANTOS), of course, as the cochair 
of the Human Rights Caucus, has been 
singing this song for a very long time. 
Why do people not listen? 

When the tragedy occurred in Rwan-
da, everyone was embarrassed, sad, and 
contrite and said that it was not going 
to happen again. Never again could we 
ignore all of God’s children being de-
stroyed by each other and sit back and 
watch it happen to the tune of hun-
dreds of thousands of people. 

We have now been told that 30,000 
people will die in the Sudan, and if we 
do not act, then hundreds of thousands 
more will die. How can we tolerate 
this? How can we call ourselves persons 
who care about every person living on 
the face of the Earth and not care 
about each and every one of these chil-
dren and their parents and their fami-
lies in the Sudan? 

The issue today is one that we have 
discussed before. Is it ethnic cleansing 
or is it genocide? And if it is genocide, 
then it should provoke a reaction from 
all of the countries of the world who 
consider themselves civilized and re-
spectful of human rights and, quite 
frankly, those of us and I know the mo-
tivation of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) and some of our other 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle in 
this regard springs from our belief that 
all of these people are God’s children, 
worthy of respect. 

The Bible tells us that to minister to 
the needs of God’s creation is an act of 
worship; to ignore God’s creation, 
which are these children, is to dishonor 
the God who made them. Right now, 
the world is dishonoring God. We are 
not committing acts of worship; we are 
committing acts of negligence. 

It is genocide, and the perpetrators of 
this genocide sit with impunity in 
Khartoum and say they are engaged in 
all of this as a matter of self-defense. Is 
it self-defense to rape women five, six 
times over again so that they cannot 
even go home to their husbands in a so-
ciety which finds that unforgiveable on 
the part of the woman? Is it self-de-
fense to have children starve because 
food cannot get through? 

Seeing the pictures of those children 
challenges the conscience of the world, 
and yet we are having a debate on se-
mantics in the world. But not in this 
House. In this House we know it, we 
call it for what it is. 

As the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LEE) said, a calculated, focused, 
intended elimination of these people; 
and that very clearly spells out what 
the definition of genocide is and how 
what is happening in the Sudan meets 
that standard and therefore should in-
voke certain actions by the rest of the 
world. 
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We all believe very strongly that 

something has to be done. But in light 
of what we said after Rwanda, we are 
considered hypocritical or inconsistent 
or just with very poor memory if we do 
not act upon this now. We must all an-
swer for the genocide that is happening 
in the Sudan. 

So I commend my colleagues for 
their tremendous leadership. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE), 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS), the Black Caucus, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), and 
others have worked so hard on this for 
such a long time. The gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) was just there 
last weekend and brings back personal 
stories of what he saw. So I thank 
them. Any one of us who wants some-
thing to happen there is deeply in their 
debt, as are the people of the Sudan. 
We must make a difference on this. I 
thank them for taking these steps to 
do so. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
our distinguished Democratic leader 
for her passionate and powerful appeal. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), distinguished ranking member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the House of Representatives. 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the proudest moment in the 108th Con-
gress and maybe even going all the way 
back to the anti-apartheid resolution, 
the sanctions that were passed against 
South Africa. 

b 2045 

In the midst of the intense partisan-
ship that has informed nearly every 
issue that has come to the Congress, 
somehow the Members on both sides of 
the aisle have come together in the 
most remarkable way. I cannot explain 
it. I am humbled by it. 

But I rise to say only this, that this 
is only the first step, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause we have a long way to go now. 
Thank goodness that we got this reso-
lution in, which is easy to predict that 
it will succeed. But we have the distin-
guished other body, we have to engage 
the administration of this country, we 
have to go to the United Nations and to 
the Security Council before anything 
begins to happen. So I know all of us 
will join and continue this struggle. 

I lift up the name, in addition to all 
of us, of the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HASTERT); the gentleman 
from Illinois (Chairman HYDE); and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Chairman 
SENSENBRENNER), who have made all of 
this possible tonight. 

Just two weeks ago, my colleague from Vir-
ginia, Congressman FRANK WOLF, and I con-
vened a bipartisan meeting of Members to de-
velop an action plan to address the cata-
strophic loss of life that is occurring in Darfur, 
Sudan. We all agreed that the first critical step 
was to raise the voices of the U.S. Congress 

in a call to action by declaring unequivocally 
that what is happening in Sudan is genocide. 

In my 39 years in the House of Representa-
tives, I have never seen such incredible bipar-
tisan, bicameral cooperation. And in an elec-
tion year no less, with a highly polarized elec-
torate. But the reason is simple. The tragedy 
in Sudan is not a Democrat or Republican 
issue; its not a Muslim or Christian issue; its 
not only an issue of race. Genocide is a 
human issue. When genocide occurs, we must 
all stand up and act with determination to end 
the systematic effort to exterminate a people. 
These are the lessons of the Holocaust, of 
Cambodia, and most recently, of Rwanda. 

In Rwanda, we shrugged our shoulders and 
waited until eight hundred thousand (800,000) 
people were killed, before we identified that 
event as a genocide. In 1948, the United Na-
tions put forth the Convention Against Geno-
cide and the United States and many other 
nations signed on to that convention, agreeing 
to prevent genocide wherever and whenever it 
happens. Our nation has taken an important 
role in this crisis—negotiating a settlement to 
the war, providing the bulk of the humanitarian 
aid, increasing the pressure on the Sudanese 
government. 

Now—before it is too late to save the one 
million lives at risk of death—now, we must 
rally our allies and the U.N. Security Council 
to take action. Now is the time to authorize 
multilateral troops. Now the world must send a 
clear message that genocide will no longer be 
tolerated, anywhere. 

If we can come together in this Congress on 
such an urgent human issue, I believe that we 
can bring together our friends in Europe, Afri-
ca, Asia and Latin America to address this 
genocide in the Security Council. That effort is 
our moral imperative. 

Passage of this historic resolution is the first 
time this body has declared a humanitarian or 
political crisis to be genocide. This would not 
have been possible without the efforts of my 
Republican colleagues—Speaker DENNIS 
HASTERT (R–IL), Chairman of the International 
Relations Committee, HENRY HYDE (R–IL), 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, CASS BALLENGER (R–NC), Chair-
man of the Africa Subcommittee ED ROYCE 
(R–CA), Congressman FRANK WOLF (R–VA), 
and Congressman TOM TANCREDO (R–CO). 

My fellow Democrats played a critical role in 
moving this resolution to the floor, including— 
Congressman TOM LANTOS, Ranking Member 
of the International Relations Committee, Con-
gressman DONALD PAYNE, Ranking Member of 
the Africa Subcommittee (D–NJ) and the 
sponsor of this resolution, the many Members 
of the Congressional Black Caucus, under the 
leadership of Congresman ELIJAH CUMMINGS 
(D–MD). 

And we must thank our friends in the Sen-
ate—Senator SAM BROWNBACK (R–KS) and 
Senator JON CORZINE (D–NJ) for their pas-
sionate, diligent work and cooperation on this 
issue. 

While I congratulate you all, I hope that the 
real victory will go to the people of Sudan. 
This vote is an important step to saving lives. 
I look forward to working with my colleagues 
in the Hose and Senate, the Administration 
and the United Nations to continue this impor-
tant effort to stop this genocide. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and neighbor, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I am so 
proud of the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman HYDE); the ranking member, 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS); the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE); the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS); the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO); 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF); the gentlewoman from Illinois 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY); and all of those on 
both sides of the aisle who have been 
working so hard to bring this genocide 
to the attention of our own govern-
ment and to the world. We have people 
who are working very hard to get 
something done. 

My heart is heavy this evening be-
cause it has taken us much too long. I 
know that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) did give a word of 
thanks to Colin Powell and Kofi Annan 
for making the trip and for urging the 
Khartoum government to cooperate 
and stop the genocide. But I say to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS), we have to ask Colin Powell and 
Kofi Annan and the President of the 
United States to get tougher. They 
have got to get tougher. We are watch-
ing genocide take place. 

I am pleased about this resolution. 
Genocide has taken place in this world 
far too many times, genocide that 
could have been stopped if good people 
just took a little tougher action. 

We have watched genocide time and 
time again, in most recent of times, 
Rwanda. This does not have to con-
tinue. Over 30,000 people have died; 1 
million people stand to die as I stand 
here today. 

So it is time to act and act now. We 
must first recognize that the Khar-
toum government is part of the prob-
lem. They keep making promises, but 
they lie. The minute they say they are 
going to cooperate, we turn our backs, 
they are supporting the Janjaweed. 
They are indeed a part of the problem. 
We must act, we must act now, and we 
must be tough. We can stop this geno-
cide. 

Tonight, we define it for what it is 
with this resolution. Thank you, I say 
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE). It is genocide. Let the word go 
forth, and it must be stopped. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
51⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS) and ask unani-
mous consent that he be allowed to 
control said time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that an additional 
10 minutes to each side be devoted to 
discussing this all-important issue. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-

lighted to yield 2 minutes to my friend 
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and colleague, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I too want to add my recogni-
tion, more than appreciation, but my 
recognition for the gentleman from Il-
linois (Chairman HYDE) and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), who never turn 
their back on the issues of human 
rights. The gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PAYNE), who was right continu-
ously as he, I would like to say, 
plugged ahead on being persistent in 
dealing with this question of Sudan 
and the direction that we should take 
in this Congress. The gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) and, of course, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), who has 
had a series of meetings that we have 
been participating in over a number of 
weeks. 

Let me suggest to you that this 
should be a night of action. The vote 
on this resolution is in fact a state-
ment that is long overdue. I might 
refer you to the language of this reso-
lution and its first resolve, and that is 
that we declare that the atrocities un-
folding in Darfur, Sudan, are genocide. 

Let me cite to you Amnesty Inter-
national, which indicates the horror 
that is happening in West Darfur: ‘‘I 
was sleeping when the attack started. I 
was taken away by the attackers. They 
were all in uniforms. They took dozens 
of other girls. They made us walk for 3 
hours. During the day, we were beaten 
and they were telling us, you the black 
woman, we will exterminate you. You 
will have no God. All night we were 
raped several times.’’ 

I do not want to bring back the hor-
rors of life that we led as slaves in this 
country. I simply want to say many of 
us have had these experiences, and 
when I say that, historically. 

It is important for this Nation now to 
stand up, and I would appreciate as 
this resolution is passed and passed in 
the Senate, that our government now 
will stand and join us and say that 
genocide is occurring in Sudan. 

Yes, the government did offer a 10- 
point manifesto. I received it. They 
said they were willing to deal with the 
Janjaweed. They were willing to dis-
arm them. They were willing to give 
humanitarian aid. 

Well, let me tell my colleagues, I 
took that piece of paper, but they did 
nothing. There are human rights viola-
tions going on, there are rapes, there 
are abductions, there are destruction of 
villages and property. 

I would simply say this resolution 
lays out the road map. We declare to-
night that genocide is occurring in 
Sudan, and I would ask the President 
of the United States to so declare so 
that we can move forward and protect 
lives. Let not another Rwanda occur. 
We are in fact our brothers’ and sisters’ 
keepers. 

Mr. Speaker. I rise in support of this 
resolution. I commend my colleague 
Mr. PAYNE for his foresight and cour-
age to put forward his bold resolution, 
when many in the Congress were hesi-
tant. I also commend the Chairman 
and Ranking Member, Congressmen 
HYDE and LANTOS for their leadership, 
in recognizing the crisis unfolding in 
Sudan and moving rapidly to bring this 
resolution to the floor before the re-
cess. 

As it moved so efficiently toward the 
Floor of the House, I know com-
promises were made on specific phrases 
and statements. Although I do not 
agree with every line, I firmly support 
the resolution. It is time that this Con-
gress sends a strong message to Sudan 
and the world, that the United States 
is ready to move boldly to stop the 
death and destruction in Darfur. 

It truly is time for an aggressive 
American and international response 
to the crisis in Darfur, Sudan. For the 
past year and a half, ethnic-African 
communities have been under strategic 
attack by the Arab-based Government 
of Sudan based in Khartoum and the 
Janjaweed militias. The most recent 
campaign, fueled by vicious ethnic ri-
valries and the Janjaweed’s desire for 
territorial expansion, is having dev-
astating results. 30,000 people have al-
ready been killed by systematic raids 
and deadly famine, and up to 1 million 
more are expected to suffer the same 
fate if the United States, the United 
Nations, and other international lead-
ers continue to take the same dan-
gerously passive role in addressing the 
Government of Sudan and the 
Janjaweed militia forces. We must 
move aggressively to stop the blood-
shed and suffering. 

Over the past weeks, my colleague 
from Michigan JOHN CONYERS, has been 
bringing together a growing bipartisan 
and bicameral group of Members of 
Congress committed to moving aggres-
sively toward creating peace in Sudan. 
I was pleased to be a part of that 
group. As we discussed the situation 
and learned from Senator BROWNBACK 
and Congressman WOLF about their re-
cent trip to Sudan, where they saw the 
ravages of the violence and the ongoing 
rape, intimidation and terrorization of 
the ethnic African people, it became 
obvious that indeed we were seeing 
genocide. 

Formally labeling a situation as 
genocide, should trigger actions and 
commitments that will protect poten-
tial victims, and punish perpetrators of 
this war crime. We will need a strong 
collaborative effort between the legis-
lative and executive branches, to put 
the force of the U.S. government to 
work to help the people of Darfur. 

We must be committed to pushing 
through normal election-year political 
barriers, and working together to save 
lives. This will only be possible if the 
executive and legislative branches of 
our government work in concert, to in-
crease humanitarian relief, to galva-
nize international support and coordi-

nation, and explore all possible options 
to end the bloodshed in Darfur. We 
have a small window of opportunity to 
help the men, women, and children in 
mortal peril in Sudan. Ongoing 
Janjaweed violence combined with the 
upcoming rainy season, may soon 
make relief impossible. If ever there 
were a case for swift action to liberate 
a suffering people, it is now in Darfur. 

A group of thirty of us in the House, 
from both sides of the aisle, sent a let-
ter yesterday to President Bush, ask-
ing him to meet with us, to discuss 
how we can work together, put politics 
aside, and move swiftly to rescue the 
people of Darfur. I hope the President 
will heed our call to meet, to push for 
a stronger U.N. resolution that ac-
knowledges that this is genocide in 
Darfur, and to gather and lead a true 
multi-lateral coalition to help make 
peace and then keep peace in Darfur as 
necessary. 

As we look toward forging that 
multi-lateral coalition, I must say that 
I am concerned that the tone of parts 
of this resolution may not be helpful in 
reaching out to the partners that we 
will ultimately need in Sudan. I think 
using the word ‘‘deplore’’ in referring 
to the failure of the Human Rights 
Commission to act appropriately in 
Darfur, is unnecessary. Just as we are 
putting aside politics to work together 
to save lives, I hope we can put aside 
our international grudges in order to 
better lead an international collabora-
tion. I am not arguing whether each 
statement is true or false, just ques-
tioning whether it each is helpful in 
achieving the result we are hoping for 
in Sudan. We are still trying to undo 
the damage done by some of our rhet-
oric in the march to war in Iraq. I hope 
we do not repeat that error. We should 
reserve such language for our enemies, 
rather than casting it at our potential 
friends. 

Regardless, the most important part 
of this resolution is acknowledging 
that this indeed is genocide in Sudan, 
and agreeing that it is time that the 
United States and the international 
community start dealing with Sudan 
and the Janjaweed as such. I am 
pleased that this action is being taken. 
I hope we can continue to work to-
gether so effectively as we shape the 
actions of this nation to save lives in 
Darfur in the days to come. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS). 

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to commend all of those who have 
shown leadership on this issue. 

I have been told that the only way 
that evil can triumph is that good peo-
ple do nothing. I believe it was Dante 
who suggested that the hottest places 
in hell are reserved for those who de-
clare neutrality and do nothing in 
times of great moral crisis. 
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We have all heard the atrocities that 

are continuously being heaped upon 
the people in the Sudan. It is time for 
us to act, and to act convincingly. 

We have to ask ourselves the ques-
tion, if not us, then who? If not now, 
then when? 

I commend the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and all of those 
who have demonstrated great leader-
ship on this issue. 

We are here tonight to sound the alarm, 
once again, on genocide in Sudan. There is 
no room for neutrality in the face of the crimes 
being committed there each day. 

Amnesty International has renewed its 
charge that the international community is not 
doing enough to protect women in the Darfur 
region and the refugee camps in Chad where 
mass rape is being used as a weapon. 

Since 1983, more than two million Black ci-
vilians have died during the Civil War in the 
south of Sudan. That struggle was especially 
brutal for the civilian population: slave raids re-
sulting in the enslavement of women and chil-
dren, gang rape, ethnic cleansing, and the im-
position of famine conditions for hundreds of 
thousands. 

On October 21, 2002, the President signed 
the Sudan Peace Act which stated, in part: 

‘‘The acts of the Government of Sudan con-
stitute genocide as defined by the [United Na-
tions] Convention on the Prevention and Pun-
ishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948).’’ 

That bill requires President Bush to certify, 
every six months, that the government in 
Khartoum is negotiating in good faith for an 
end to that Civil War. According to some 
sources, we may be close to a framework for 
peace in that region. 

On May 12th The New York Times carried 
this report: 

‘‘A team of U.S. diplomats led by Assistant 
Secretary of State for Africa Charles Snyder is 
on its way to Kenya to help put the final touch-
es on an agreement to end Sudan’s 21-year 
civil war, State Department spokesman Rich-
ard Boucher said Wednesday.’’ 

However, at the same time, Khartoum has 
launched a massive ethnic cleansing of Black 
Africans in Darfur, in the western region of 
Sudan. The same article in the New York 
Times reported: 

‘‘He said Snyder also would discuss with 
Sudanese officials the situation in the western 
Darfur region where human rights groups 
charge the Khartoum government and allied 
Arab militia are carrying out a campaign of 
‘ethnic cleansing’ against Black African tribes, 
forcing some 1 million people to flee their 
homes.’’ 

Human Rights Watch and investigators for 
the United Nations have documented wide-
spread ethnic cleansing and have character-
ized the situation there as ‘‘crimes against hu-
manity.’’ More than 100,000 have fled the re-
gion and are now refugees in neighboring 
Chad. 

As the seasonal rains begin to set in, it is 
becoming more and more difficult to move ref-
ugees to relative safety and to provide even 
minimal subsistence. Malnutrition is at acute 
levels in the camps especially among children. 

So, while our diplomats expressed their 
‘‘grave concern’’ to the UN Human Rights 
Commission response to the murder, rape and 
forced removals in western Sudan, the Presi-
dent gave his certification that Khartoum was 

negotiating in ‘‘good faith’’ to end the decades 
old struggle in the south. 

If the President had chosen to withhold that 
certification, it would have instituted a program 
of significant economic sanction against 
Sudan. 

How, one might ask, can the government of 
Sudan negotiate in ‘‘good faith’’ to end geno-
cide in one region, and openly engage in 
genocide in another region? 

And how, it is reasonable to ask, can our 
own government accept the notion of negoti-
ating in ‘‘good faith’’ in one region of the 
Sudan, while conducting a ruthless genocide 
in another? 

Mr. Speaker, only a short time ago we 
paused here to mark the tenth anniversary of 
the genocide in Rwanda. More than 800,000 
died while the world watched, and did nothing. 
Once again genocide is unfolding before us. 
Those who have taken note have expressed 
their horror at what they have seen. But where 
is the public outcry? Where are the front page 
pictures? Where is the response of our gov-
ernment on behalf of the American people? 

The ominous sign is that our government is 
willing to turn its eyes away from genocide in 
the West of the Sudan in favor of resuming oil 
production in the oil rich Southern region. 

The genocide in the South was character-
ized by both racial and religious differences. 
The genocide in the Western region pits Mus-
lim against Muslim but retains the racial char-
acter of the genocide in the South. 

Mr. Speaker. In the name of fighting ter-
rorism we have begun a campaign under the 
rubric of the Global Peace Operations. Even 
though President Bush has not formally an-
nounced the initiative, U.S. troops are now ac-
tive from Djibouti on the Gulf of Aden to the 
Atlantic including Mali, Mauritania, Chad and 
Niger. 

The question we now confront is this: is the 
slaughter of hundreds of thousands, even mil-
lions of Africans, terrorism? If our struggle 
against terrorism is truly global, can we be 
truly engaged in a global war on terrorism, 
and not engage genocide in Africa? 

Mr. Speaker, funding for State Department 
programs in Africa such as the African Contin-
gency Operations Training and Assistance 
program and the Enhanced International 
Peacekeeping Capacities have languished for 
years. 

If we are to engage in a new anti-terrorism 
initiative in Africa, I would hope the President 
would consult with the Congress and with the 
Congressional Black Caucus as to how the 
struggle against terrorism will be shaped so as 
to protect the people of Africa as well as the 
peoples of the Americas, Europe, Asia and 
Australia. 

Mr. Speaker, on June 24 the U.S. Holocaust 
Museum here in Washington took the dramatic 
step of closing access to its main exhibitions 
to call attention to the horror underway in 
Darfur. 

Around that same time U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral Koffi Annan and U.S. Secretary of State 
Colin Powell paid a visit to the western Sudan. 
Secretary Powell expressed his deep concern 
over what he saw with his own eyes as an hu-
manitarian crisis. But he failed to place the 
events in the Sudan in their proper historical 
context: the world is once again facing the on-
slaught of genocide. 

When asked, Secretary Powell, speaking on 
behalf of this administration, was asked if this 

was genocide responded, ‘‘Let’s not put a 
label on things.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that is exactly 
what we need to do. Our failure to acknowl-
edge genocide in the Sudan led directly to the 
abdication of the G–8 leaders in their respon-
sibilities to intervene to save the lives of tens 
of thousands of African men, women and chil-
dren as called for by the International Geno-
cide Convention. 

Mr. Speaker, if America cannot remember 
the great lessons of history, cannot confront 
genocide, or if we do not count the deaths of 
tens of thousands of Africans as genocide 
then the days ahead are sure to be some of 
the saddest and most difficult we have ever 
confronted. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my friend, 
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. JACKSON). 

(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1994, the U.S., along 
with rest of the world, stood and 
watched as 800,000 men, women and 
children were slaughtered in Rwanda. 
In April of this year, the world commu-
nity marked the 10th year of the mod-
ern-day genocide in Rwanda and said 
never again. 

Today, we are in danger of failing to 
honor that commitment, and this reso-
lution goes a long way to ensuring that 
the United States will play a profound 
role in stopping the genocide. 

The Darfur region of western Sudan, 
the largest country in Africa, is en-
gulfed in the worst humanitarian crisis 
in the world. Since 2003, the Sudanese 
government and their murderous Arab 
militias, known as the Janjaweed, have 
waged a deliberate and systematic 
campaign of rape, of torture, of starva-
tion and murder of innocent Darfurian 
civilians. 

If genocide is the deliberate and sys-
tematic destruction of a national, eth-
nic, racial or religious group, then the 
deliberate killings of tens of thousands 
of black Sudanese happening right now 
certainly qualifies. The U.S. Govern-
ment must call it genocide. The term 
‘‘genocide’’ not only captures the fun-
damental characteristics of the Khar-
toum government’s intent and actions 
in western Sudan, but it also invokes 
clear international obligations, and 
that is why this resolution is so impor-
tant. 

Mr. Speaker, on the ground, we are 
trying our best to get aid to the 
Darfurians during the rainy season. 
U.S. Administrator Natsios from 
USAID said that even if we are success-
ful, 300,000 Darfurians will lose their 
lives; and if we do not act immediately, 
1 million Darfurians are sure to lose 
their lives or be at risk. 

The answer, Mr. Speaker, beyond the 
declaration of genocide, is to ensure 
that the AU, that the various Arab 
governments in the region, along with 
the United States, provide immediate 
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military relief so that aid can get to 
Darfurians immediately. The United 
States Government has 2,000 troops in 
Jabudi; 2,000 troops. They are the clos-
est troops, the closest opportunity that 
we have, to ensure that the Janjaweed 
are disarmed, so that aid workers can 
get aid to the people in Darfur. 

So beyond the declaration of geno-
cide, we must move to provide the se-
curity for the Darfurians and keep the 
Janjaweed from continuing their mur-
derous efforts in Darfur. 

Mr. Speaker, as parties to the Genocide 
Convention, all permanent members of the UN 
Security Council and more than 130 countries 
worldwide, are bound to prevent, stop and 
punish the perpetrators of genocide—a unique 
crime against humanity in international law. 

The international legal definition of the crime 
of genocide is found in Articles II and III of the 
1948 Convention on the Prevention and Pun-
ishment of Genocide. Article II describes two 
elements of the crime of genocide. A crime 
must include both elements to be called 
‘‘genocide’’: 

1. the mental element, meaning the ‘‘intent 
to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, eth-
nic, racial or religious group, as such’’, and 

2. the physical element, which includes: Kill-
ing members of the group; causing serious 
bodily or mental harm to members of the 
group; deliberately inflicting on the group con-
ditions of life calculated to bring about its 
physical destruction in whole or in part; impos-
ing measures intended to prevent births within 
the group, and forcibly transferring children of 
the group to another group. 

Since 1993, the Sudanese government and 
their militia have implemented a reign of terror 
in Darfur. An estimated 30,000, have been 
killed in the last year. More than one million 
black Sudanese have been forced from their 
homes. The attackers have raped civilians and 
destroyed their villages. They have destroyed 
the crops, livestock and farms upon which the 
region’s people depend. They have poisoned 
their water supply. They have launched sys-
tematic and indiscriminate aerial bombard-
ments and ground attacks on unarmed civil-
ians. They have deliberately blocked humani-
tarian assistance to the region. 

If the Sudanese government continues its 
brutality, or the international community fails to 
adequately intervene, as many as 1 million 
more Darfurians are at-risk of dying of starva-
tion and disease. 

In the words of one New York Times col-
umnist, if the people of Sudan ‘‘. . . aren’t vic-
tims of genocide, then the word has no mean-
ing.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, there is a genocide taking 
place in Sudan and we must stop it. We call 
on the Administration to immediately lead an 
international effort to stop the death and de-
struction in Darfur. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HOEFFEL), a member of the Committee 
on International Relations. 

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time 
and applaud his leadership on this 
issue. 

I am honored to stand with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to-

night to declare that the ethnic cleans-
ing occurring in the Sudan is in fact 
genocide, to demand that the world 
recognize that it is genocide, and to 
urge the United Nations Security 
Council to take the necessary action to 
stop the violence and to get humani-
tarian aid to Darfur Province imme-
diately. There is not a moment to lose. 
We must act now. 

I would also urge my colleagues to 
consider the additional step of joining 
the protest that has been under way at 
the Sudanese embassy for the past 3 or 
4 weeks and to consider whether an act 
of civil disobedience in furtherance of 
the declaration of genocide and in fur-
therance of immediate humanitarian 
aid to Darfur Province would be appro-
priate to be taken and whether it 
would meet your standards. Because 
the world is watching what we do. We 
failed to act when tragedy struck 
Rwanda. We cannot fail to act again. 

I would add to the excellent congres-
sional resolution of the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and the 
fine work of all my colleagues the ne-
cessity to take individual acts of civil 
disobedience, to protest the unrespon-
sive Sudanese government that is 
unleashing this terror, this genocide, 
on innocent civilians, failing to admit 
what they are doing, and not allowing 
humanitarian assistance to come to 
the aid of these innocent millions of 
people. 

The time to act is now. There is not 
a moment to lose. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and neighbor, the distinguished 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, we 
know the leaders of this effort. They 
have been mentioned with great grati-
tude, the chairman of the committee 
and ranking member, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and oth-
ers. 

But I would like to talk about really 
the extraordinary experience I have 
had in the last several weeks with 
members not on the Committee on 
International Relations, but who came 
together to say we need to do some-
thing about this disaster in the Sudan. 

We have a very partisan situation 
here in the House of Representatives, 
but participating in these meetings 
were the most conservative and the 
least conservative Members, and every-
body in between. And although we do 
not agree on a lot, we agree on this: the 
world cannot stand by while genocide 
is committed in the Sudan. 

b 2100 

We need to lead an international ef-
fort to stop the violence. We need to 
make sure that we participate in the 
humanitarian aid that is necessary. We 
worked together to make sure that this 
resolution could be supported, could be 
heard today, and that we take this first 

step. We agree we need to call it for 
what it is: genocide. 

I am proud to be a Member of this 
House this evening and to be a part of 
the great American tradition of all 
Members of the House of Representa-
tives working together for the good of 
the world and for what is good and just 
and right with our conscience. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
OLVER), our distinguished colleague 
and my good friend. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support H. Con. 
Res. 467. We have a moral and ethical 
responsibility to stand up today and 
declare the situation in Darfur geno-
cide. At the very time that an historic 
peace was being brokered to settle the 
north-south civil war in the Sudan, the 
Sudanese Government was financing 
and arming a Muslim Arab militia, the 
Janjaweed, who used those funds and 
arms to terrorize the Muslim, but not 
Arab, population of Darfur. Recently, 
humanitarian groups have uncovered 
documents which showed the Sudanese 
Government supplied the militia with 
soldiers who were promised govern-
ment impunity. 

By aligning with the government, the 
Janjaweed has managed to avoid wide-
spread condemnation. Whether by di-
rect slaughter or starvation, the 
Janjaweed will have caused the death 
of 300,000 people by the end of this year 
without effective counteraction. 

Sudanese leaders have restricted 
international media access to Darfur, 
thus allowing the Janjaweed to carry 
out their scorched earth tactics 
undeterred. While crops are destroyed 
and villages are razed, the non-Arab 
Muslim population has been forced to 
abandon the countryside which sus-
tained them and gather in internment 
camps near the large towns to live in 
squalor, or flee to refugee camps in 
neighboring Chad, which is too poor to 
provide assistance. 

Survivors of the Janjaweed’s cam-
paign paint a horrifying picture. 
Women and girls are systematically 
raped and left to die, and thousands are 
marched to their deaths, while the Su-
danese Government denies the sur-
vivors humanitarian aid, shelter, 
drinking water, and food. The Sudanese 
Government is culpable in crimes 
against humanity in Darfur. 

With this resolution, Congress de-
clares genocide in Sudan and demands 
that the Sudanese Government, the 
United Nations, and all concerned stop 
the genocide in Darfur before the crisis 
there worsens and engulfs the entire 
region in conflict. 

I urge Members to support the legis-
lation. 
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend, the gentlewoman from Illinois 
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), our distinguished 
colleague. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, my 
heartfelt gratitude to all of those who 
made it possible to bring this bipar-
tisan resolution to the floor tonight, 
and particularly to my colleague, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PAYNE), who has long toiled to make 
this evening happen and this resolution 
happen. 

Some issues transcend the regular 
business of this House, the important 
business of policymaking, and tran-
scend partisan politics, and move into 
the realm of moral imperative. 

The genocide that is occurring at 
this moment in the Sudan, the murder 
and the rape of women and girls, even 
little girls at this moment, is one of 
those moral imperatives. And if we in 
this most powerful nation on Earth fail 
to act when our actions could prevent 
much, even if not all of the loss of life, 
then we share in the blame. 

I stand here tonight not only as a 
Member of Congress, but as a Jew and 
as a grandmother. Each year in the 
Capitol Rotunda, there is a solemn and 
inspiring ceremony to mark the Holo-
caust, the slaughter of 6 million Jews 
by the Third Reich, and one of the 
themes of that event is never again. 
But it did happen again, and the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
listed the scenes of genocide since 
World War II, and now in the Sudan. 
And this House and the other body and 
the administration have a choice to 
make: Do we or do we not act to stop 
it? 

Every day that we delay, a minimum 
of 1,000 people die. We have to make a 
choice tonight. Before we leave this 
body for 6 weeks, we need to make a 
choice. And as a grandmother, I do not 
want to look into the eyes of my 
grandchildren who say to me, Grand-
ma, you were here when thousands of 
people died. What did you do to stop it? 
I want to be able to say, I did help to 
stop it. We all need to make that 
choice. 

This resolution is so important, but 
it is just a first step. The other body 
needs to act. This administration needs 
to act. We need to call it what it is and 
we need to proceed to stop it. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SCHIFF). 

(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, 57 years 
ago, nations stunned by the Nazi sys-
tematic acts of genocide declared, 
‘‘Never again.’’ Ten years ago, con-
fronted with the death toll of the 
Rwandan genocide, leaders of the same 
nations again declared, ‘‘Never again.’’ 
Today, tens of thousands of women, 
men, and children have been murdered 
and hundreds of thousands continue to 

suffer. Today, again, people are being 
targeted and killed because of their 
ethnic identity only 1,000 miles north 
of Rwanda in Darfur, Sudan. 

Mr. Speaker, 800,000 innocent people 
lost their lives in Rwanda. We hesi-
tated, and nearly a million people died 
for our hesitation. On the 10th anniver-
sary of the Rwandan genocide this 
April, world leaders again expressed 
their determination to prevent future 
humanitarian catastrophes. Tragically, 
only a few short months later, we find 
ourselves standing by again, unwilling 
to take the necessary steps to end the 
crisis in Darfur. Ten years ago, we 
failed the people of Rwanda. We must 
not fail again. 

I join my colleagues in calling upon 
the administration to apply sustained 
pressure on the government in Khar-
toum. I call upon the President to 
speak out against the atrocities in 
Darfur, to use both economic and polit-
ical leverage. Every day we delay, 
every day we think, every day we con-
sider the best course of action and the 
most appropriate definition for the cri-
sis is another day innocent people are 
being killed, tortured, and watching 
their families lose their lives. 

International cooperation and sup-
port of the United Nations is essential, 
but the most direct path to limiting 
the threat is increased pressure from 
the United States. Experience has 
shown that we must not delay in 
classifying the loss of life in Darfur as 
genocide. Otherwise, by the time we 
have prepared our definitions, it will be 
too late. The facts on the ground and 
in the ground will have removed all 
doubt, and we will be left to murmur, 
without confidence or conviction, 
‘‘Never again.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, 57 years ago, nations stunned 
by the Nazi’s systematic acts of genocide de-
clared ‘‘Never Again’’. Ten years ago, con-
fronted with the death toll of the Rwandan 
genocide, leaders of the same nations again 
declared ‘‘Never Again’’. Today, tens of thou-
sands of women, men, and children have 
been murdered and hundreds of thousands 
continue to suffer. Today, again, people are 
being targeted and killed because of their eth-
nic identity, only 1,000 miles north of Rwanda 
in Darfur, Sudan. 

Eight hundred thousand innocent people 
were murdered in Rwanda. We hesitated and 
nearly 1 million people died for our hesitation. 
On the 10-year anniversary of the Rwandan 
genocide this April, world leaders expressed 
their determination to prevent future humani-
tarian catastrophes. Tragically, only a few 
short months later, we find ourselves standing 
by again, unwilling to take the necessary steps 
to end the crisis in Darfur. Ten years ago, we 
failed the people of Rwanda. We must not fail 
again. Ten years ago we were preoccupied 
with our mission in Bosnia, Somalia was fresh 
in our minds, and we were wary of getting in-
volved in Rwanda. Today we are preoccupied 
with the aftermath of the conflict in Iraq and, 
again, we are wary of committing American re-
sources to end the bloodshed in Sudan. 

As we have hesitated, some 30,000 people 
have already been murdered in Darfur and an-
other million have been displaced from their 

villages and farms. Hundreds of thousands of 
individuals are caged in concentration camps 
where women are systematically raped and 
men are killed for scavenging food. Govern-
ment-sponsored Arab militias continue to sys-
tematically terrorize the African Muslim inhab-
itants of the region—destroying villages, rap-
ing and murdering civilians, and poisoning pre-
cious wells with the bodies of the dead. Al-
though the administration has taken some im-
portant first steps to confront the crimes being 
committed in Darfur, much remains to be 
done. 

The administration has rightly called for hu-
manitarian access to the region and for the 
deployment of international cease-fire mon-
itors. The administration has denounced the 
atrocities in Darfur. Still, a catastrophe of 
these proportions requires a deeper commit-
ment to action; we must treat the problems at 
the root of this crisis. The thousands of people 
who have been displaced from their homes 
and land must be given safe and voluntary 
passage to return. More cease-fire monitors 
must be deployed to the region. The govern-
ment in Khartoum must be persuaded to stop 
blocking international humanitarian assistance 
to the 2.2 million people of Darfur in desperate 
need of food and medicine. President Al- 
Bashir must be required to control the 
Janjaweed militiamen who, even now, con-
tinue their campaign of terror against the inno-
cent people of Darfur. It is intolerable that 
these militias have not yet been disarmed and 
demobilized. 

I join my colleagues in calling upon the ad-
ministration to apply sustained pressure on the 
government in Khartoum. I call upon the Presi-
dent to speak out against the atrocities in 
Darfur and to use both economic and political 
leverage to elicit cooperation from the Suda-
nese government. Every day that we delay, 
every day that we think, every day that we 
consider the best course of action and the ap-
propriate definition for the crisis in Darfur is 
another day that innocent people are being 
killed, are being tortured, and are watching 
their families being killed and tortured before 
their very eyes. 

International cooperation and support from 
the United Nations will be essential to the 
long-term resolution of the Sudanese situation. 
Yet the most direct path to eliminating the 
threat to African Muslims in Darfur is in-
creased pressure from the United States. Ex-
perience has shown us that we must not delay 
in classifying the loss of life in Darfur as geno-
cide—otherwise, by the time we have pre-
pared our definitions, it will be too late—the 
facts on the ground, and in the ground, will 
have removed all doubt. And we will be left to 
murmur without confidence or conviction— 
never again. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 1 minute to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT). 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot forget the event in the Kigali 
Airport when I traveled with President 
Clinton to Rwanda and he spoke to 
Rwandans and apologized for our fail-
ure to act. 

There was a woman sitting there who 
had lost all of her family in front of her 
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eyes. There was a priest there who had 
his arm cut off. There were people sit-
ting there that the President acknowl-
edged as people that the United States 
did not act to save. 

We have that same opportunity. We 
have it. It is in our hands. We have the 
capacity, and we must exercise our sol-
emn duty to humanity for justice for 
everyone. 

No one on this floor, no one in this 
building should ever want to sit in a 
meeting like that again and say, we are 
really sorry; we knew it was going on, 
but we did not do anything. We must 
act. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RUSH). 

(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
this evening because of this resolution. 
I cannot think of another resolution, 
another matter before this body in the 
last few months or years that is more 
important than this resolution, the 
Payne resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, we have at this time an 
opportunity to stand up for justice and 
to stand up for peace and to stand up 
for what is right. We have an oppor-
tunity at this time to stop the geno-
cide that is occurring in the Sudan. 
And, Mr. Speaker, now is the time 
when we must take action as a body. It 
is on us. We have had the horrible expe-
rience of witnessing and apologizing in-
deed for the Rwandan holocaust, and 
now we are faced here 10 years later 
with something similar going on in the 
Sudan. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to 
allow this genocide that is occurring in 
the Sudan to continue. We must rise up 
to the occasion. We must forget about 
those partisan things that divide us. 
We must come together as a body, as a 
Congress, indeed, as a nation; and we 
must show the world the way to elimi-
nate the kind of racial and religious 
hatred that exists in this world. We 
must rise up and show the example. 

The future of this nation, the future 
of this world is at stake, because if we 
allow genocide to occur in the Sudan, if 
we do not do anything about it, then, 
Mr. Speaker, genocide will occur in al-
most any place throughout this world. 

We have an opportunity and we have 
an obligation. Let us not fail the peo-
ple of the world. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remaining time to the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the distin-
guished Democratic whip and indefati-
gable fighter for human rights across 
the globe. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is recognized for 
30 seconds. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 

TANCREDO), my friend, for yielding me 
this time, and I thank the ranking 
member for yielding me this time. 

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE) for acting. We are act-
ing too late, but it is never too late to 
do the right thing. 

We live in a new world, a world in 
which it is impossible to say that we do 
not know, that we have not seen, that 
we have not heard. Because we live in 
such a world, to remain silent and in-
active is an immoral act; it is an act of 
indifference and negligence that con-
demns us as human beings. 

The Second World War and the Holo-
caust have been referenced, the Holo-
caust appropriately so, because that 
was an act of eliminating a people be-
cause of the fact that they existed. 
This is an act of trying to eliminate a 
people, not because they are aggres-
sors, not because they are a danger, but 
because they exist. 

It is incumbent upon not just the 
United States, but on all the world to 
act when it is confronted with geno-
cide. It is an act of self-preservation for 
us to recognize what is being done and 
to act, for if we do not, we will not live 
in either a safe or a civilized inter-
national community. 
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Very frankly, we watched in the past 
decade a genocide occur in Bosnia and 
Kosovo, and we interviewed some blue 
helmets who were there on the ground 
and reported back that, yes, they had 
seen atrocities committed, but their 
assignment there was to report, not to 
act. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DAVIS) mentioned Dante’s reference to 
those who maintain their neutrality in 
the face of moral outrage. 

This is an important act we take, but 
it is not enough, because words will not 
save those children. Words alone will 
not protect those women from assault 
and ravage. Words will not feed those 
people. Words will not prevent the 
death; but words hopefully will be the 
beginning of action, a call to morality, 
a call to civilization, a call to the 
international community to live out 
the promises that it included in the 
United Nations charter, with hope of a 
new and better and safer and more 
moral world. That is what this resolu-
tion is about. 

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PAYNE). I thank him for his 
commitment, his leadership, and his 
steadfastness. I urge all of my col-
leagues, all of us, everyone, Repub-
lican, Democrat, liberal, conservative, 
north, east, south and west, to affirm 
this commitment, this definition, this 
call to action, this call to a moral 
world. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TANCREDO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS). 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
noble moment for this body, but it is 
only a first step. There is a built-in 

mechanism ready to go to save the peo-
ple of Darfur, and I call on NATO to 
use its capabilities to deploy the nec-
essary troops to save the people of 
Darfur. There is no nobler goal for 
NATO, which was designed to protect 
human life, to do so now in west 
Sudan. 

I want to thank all of my colleagues 
for their contribution. This is a noble 
moment for the House of Representa-
tives. I urge all of my colleagues to 
vote for this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to just simply thank a couple 
of people who have worked tirelessly 
on this, staff people. One is Joan 
Condon, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations professional staff, 
for her tireless work on this important 
issue. And of course someone on my 
staff is Molly Miller, who has been 
dedicated to this issue and was re-
cently in Sudan and has a heart for 
this issue. I want to thank all of my 
colleagues for their brilliant words this 
evening and their heartfelt commit-
ment to this wonderful goal. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H. Con. Res. 467 which declares 
that genocidal acts are occurring in Darfur, 
Sudan and are directed at the indigenous 
Muslim population by the Muslim government 
in Khartoum and in conjunction with the 
Janjaweed militia. 

The situation in Sudan is dire. The statistics 
are alarming and depressing. The numbers of 
casualities, deaths, rapes, injuries and dis-
placed refugees beg the question, how can 
the world, the U.N., the United States and 
other civilized nations witness the murder of 
30,000 innocent civilians, the forced removal 
of 130,000 people from their homes to Chad, 
and the displacement of more than one million 
people and do nothing. 

In Sudan, we are witnessing a crisis that 
can be stemmed by proactive international 
leadership, but that leadership must include 
decisive action. The action necessary include 
using every measure possible to get the gov-
ernment of Sudan to allow more African Union 
military advisors into the country to monitor 
events. The leadership necessary requires our 
government to do everything possible to iso-
late the current government in Khartoum as a 
pariah in the international community, includ-
ing: implementing a travel ban on senior Su-
danese officials, establishing an embargo on 
all arms, freezing all government assets and 
the assets of affiliated organizations for the 
Sudanese government until such time as it 
modifies its behavior, and begins to feed and 
protect the civilian Sudanese population. And 
finally, we must strive to ensure that food, 
medicine, clothing and peacekeepers are de-
livered to the Darfur region of Sudan before 
the rainy season descends upon the weak, 
defenseless and despairing masses in Sudan. 

We must send the message to the Suda-
nese government and to the Sudanese people 
that the inhumane acts undertaken by Muslims 
against other ethnic African Muslims is deplor-
able and disgraceful. The religion of Islam 
which is predicated on values of peace and 
tolerance is being tainted and shamed by a 

VerDate May 21 2004 03:30 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00091 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K21JY7.191 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6536 July 21, 2004 
minority segment of the government that sanc-
tions genocide and denies it is occurring. I rise 
in strong support of this resolution and encour-
age my colleagues to stand up for the people 
of Darfur, Sudan and to challenge and shame 
the government of Sudan into taking appro-
priate action to rectify an ever expanding trag-
edy. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H. Con. Res. 467, which calls the 
current situation in Sudan by its proper name: 
genocide. 

Throughout years of civil war, the govern-
ment in Khartoum and its militia sympathizers 
slaughtered tens of thousands of people in 
Southern Sudan and enslaved many others. 
Over the past two decades, it is estimated that 
more than two million people have died from 
war related causes and famine. Now violence 
has escalated in the Darfur region of the 
Western Sudan, where government-sponsored 
militias have been ruthlessly targeting various 
ethnic groups. More than 30,000 civilians have 
already been brutally murdered and approxi-
mately one million civilians have been forced 
to flee their homes and are now either inter-
nally dispatched or seeking refuge in neigh-
boring Chad. These numbers cannot capture 
the horror of daily life in Sudan where vio-
lence, death and disease run rampant and 
young men cannot go outside the refugee 
camps for fear of being killed. Any woman or 
girl who dares to leave in search of food or 
water instantly becomes a target for rape or 
murder. With each passing day, more and 
more people are suffering and dying. The 
United States must act swiftly to end this 
genocide and punish those responsible for 
these heinous crimes against humanity. 

By considering this resolution, we are taking 
the first step in what will be a long road to 
ending years of violence in Sudan. The Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State, the U.N. and the 
international community must all declare this 
genocide and offer all assistance possible to 
end the atrocities occurring in Sudan. It is my 
hope that the international community will 
come together and send a multi-national force 
to Sudan to provide security and to help with 
the delivery of humanitarian aid. If the world 
community is unwilling to do so or cannot do 
so in a timely manner then I believe the U.S. 
should send a force of its own to Sudan. 

Although I was an ardent opponent of the 
war with Iraq, I do believe that in certain in-
stances unilateral force is both necessary and 
justified. This is undoubtedly one of those 
times. Tens of thousands of people have al-
ready died and thousands more will perish if 
we stand by and do nothing. If the world re-
mains silent in the face of genocide, then 
America alone must act. The America that I 
know and believe in is a moral leader in the 
world and taking the leading role in bringing 
an end to genocide in Sudan will save thou-
sands of lives and move us closer to fulfilling 
our true destiny. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
the sponsor of this resolution, Mr. PAYNE, as 
well as Chairman HYDE of the Committee on 
International Relations, and all of the members 
who have worked to bring H. Con. Res. 467 
to the floor. I think it’s very important that Con-
gress act on this resolution before the August 
recess. Tonight the House of Representatives 
will go on record declaring the atrocities being 
committed in the Darfur region of Sudan to be 
‘‘genocide.’’ H. Con. Res. 467 is a statement 

for the world, and a stark warning to the Suda-
nese government. 

We’ve heard about the atrocities govern-
ment-backed militias are perpetrating in 
Darfur. This resolution cites an estimated 
30,000 innocent civilians brutally murdered, 
more than 130,000 people fleeing to neigh-
boring Chad, and more than one million peo-
ple internally displaced. The Africa Sub-
committee that I chair has held several hear-
ings on Sudan. We’ve heard about the human 
suffering. We have also heard about how this 
killing is targeted and systematic. Villages are 
razed, crops are burned, and wells are 
poisoned. I fully support this resolution’s deter-
mination that genocide is occurring in Sudan, 
as it played out in Rwanda ten years ago. 

Those doing the killing need to understand 
that the world is changing. We have inter-
national courts to hold human rights criminals 
accountable. Information is being collected. 
The days of impunity are ending. That is a 
message that this resolution sends. 

H. Con. Res. 467 deplores the failure of the 
United Nations Human Rights Commission to 
take appropriate action on Darfur. Earlier this 
year, the Commission failed to support a 
United States led effort to strongly condemn 
gross human rights violations in Darfur. Others 
just don’t care. The administration has taken 
the lead in seeking an end to the slaughter in 
Darfur, and addressing the humanitarian crisis 
there. Why do we seem to care about Darfur 
more than African governments? We des-
perately need African engagement, and out-
rage, on Darfur. It is Africans who are being 
slaughtered. 

Indeed, the administration deserves much 
credit for achieving a north-south peace ac-
cord in Sudan. It has played a very good hand 
with the cards it was dealt. Congress has 
been supportive of these negotiations, includ-
ing with the Sudan Peace Act. But now we 
have a genocide in the west of Sudan—in 
Darfur. 

Peace isn’t divisible in Sudan. It’s a cliché, 
but in Darfur, Khartoum is showing its true col-
ors. Today, that government is hearing loud 
and clear that there will be no U.S. aid or im-
proved relations, no support for the peace 
process, as long as the killing continues in 
Darfur. Maybe that matters to Khartoum; to be 
honest, maybe it doesn’t, which is a possibility 
we need to prepare for. That is why H. Con. 
Res. 467 urges the administration to seriously 
consider multilateral or even unilateral inter-
vention to stop the genocide should the United 
Nations Security Council fail to act. I don’t 
think it needs this urging. 

The suffering in Darfur is moving the Amer-
ican people. There’s an awakening to the hor-
ror being afflicted there. Tonight, the House of 
Representatives is amplifying these concerns 
for the world. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) that the 
House suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 
467, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.R. 4840 and H.R. 4841. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take my Special 
Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

f 

THE ADMINISTRATION’S LACK OF 
PLAN TO COMBAT TERROR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the 
900th U.S. soldier died today in Iraq. A 
brave soldier whose name we do not 
know yet died in the line of duty. Four 
other soldiers died yesterday in Iraq. 
The fighting and dying goes on in Iraq, 
but the administration does not say 
much about it. 

The President did not mark today’s 
sober note. Instead, he hit the cam-
paign trail and did not say anything 
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about the 900th American dead or of 
the 899th or the 898th, or the other 
brave men and women who have died 
just yesterday, not to mention since 
the war was launched by the President. 

Iraq is not popular with the Amer-
ican people, so it has fallen out of favor 
in the President’s remarks. By the Re-
publican convention, finding any com-
ments about Iraq by the President will 
be akin to finding weapons of mass de-
struction in Iraq. Just not there. 

They have moved on as quickly as 
possible, but remember meanwhile, 
160,000 U.S. soldiers remain in harm’s 
way in Iraq, fighting and dying because 
America sent them there, but the 
America they left behind, not the 
America they have come home to. 

That is worth some discussion. We 
have an administration that talks 
tough on terror, but they completely 
overlook Iran. Ten years later the ad-
ministration’s best sound bite today is 
we will look into it. That is not a plan 
to combat terror at home or anywhere 
else. 

The administration had 10 years to 
look into it. Instead, they looked to 
someone they knew on evidence that 
was flimsy at the start and proven 
false since; the President committed 
American soldiers to a war in Iraq. 
When they could not find weapons of 
mass destruction, the administration 
changed the reason for going to war. 
Then they changed it again. Is that the 
administration’s plan to combat ter-
ror? Yes. There is terrorism in the 
world, but we need real leaders and a 
real plan to meet that threat. 

There is terrorism in the world, and 
America is capable of meeting that 
threat, but not with bullets and bombs 
alone. And if you look at the record of 
this administration, you have to con-
clude that they do not have a plan on 
terror. They hold news conferences to 
tell everyone, presuming they include 
terrorists, that America should be vigi-
lant, but afraid. America should go 
about its business, but be afraid. That 
is not a plan. That is rhetorical duct 
tape. 

America needs to be strong, not 
afraid. We did not win World War II by 
being afraid. We won by being Amer-
ican. We won by being American by 
fighting for American values, by fight-
ing for American freedoms, but today 
American freedoms are under attack, 
and it is happening right here by this 
administration. In the immediate 
aftermath of 9/11, the administration 
switched language in the middle of the 
night and America woke up to some-
thing called the PATRIOT Act. There 
is nothing patriotic about depriving 
Americans of their civil liberties. 
There was nothing patriotic a few days 
later when the House voted to restore 
some of the civil liberties taken by the 
PATRIOT Act. 

Then Republicans deliberately left 
open the vote until they could force 
enough Republicans to change their 
vote. Yes, I said change their vote. 

The White House had preordained the 
outcome of the vote, so Democrats and 

Republicans voted. Then the Repub-
licans voted again. The process was 
rigged. Civil liberties never had a 
chance. That is what the administra-
tion calls its plan to combat terror. 
Monitor the books you checked out of 
the library or the movie tickets you 
are buying online. They can go to a se-
cret court and gain access to your en-
tire life. 

George Orwell called it ‘‘1984,’’ his 
legislative novel that we used to think 
could not happen in America. It is hap-
pening. We have law enforcement agen-
cies, smart, dedicated public servants 
who know how to catch the bad guys. 
We have the financial resources to arm 
the agencies with the funding they 
need to support our people. We do not 
need 1984 in 2004. Every time the ad-
ministration says, oh no, that is not 
what we are doing, another story sur-
faces about America under suspicion 
for doing something like taking pic-
tures at a popular tourist site in Se-
attle, for example. 

The administration does not have a 
plan to combat terror. It has a terror 
alert stuck on ‘‘be afraid, always.’’ The 
American people deserve more than 
that. America is strong enough to fight 
the war on terror. It needs a leader 
strong enough to do it. 

JOHN KERRY is a decorated combat 
veteran, a war hero who has seen the 
face and the horror of war firsthand. 
America can win the war on terror, but 
not by subverting American freedoms 
and civil liberties. 

America can win the war on terror 
under the leadership of a sailor who led 
men in combat and who risked his own 
life to save others under fire. America 
can win the war on terror, but it needs 
a combat veteran to do it. JOHN KERRY 
is just such a man. We will have him in 
104 days. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HENSARLING addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
claim the time of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

f 

FREE SPEECH BY RELIGIOUS 
LEADERS BEING DENIED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I am on the floor again to-

night, as I have been for the last 2 or 3 
weeks, to talk about the fact that in 
America today with all of our brave 
men and women fighting for freedom 
for the Iraqis and in Afghanistan and 
certainly to protect the American peo-
ple, that yet in this country today a 
minister, a priest or a rabbi or cleric 
cannot speak freely about the politics 
and the moral issues of the day in 
America. I think that is a sad com-
mentary on this great Nation. 

I want to briefly talk about the his-
tory of this issue. Prior to 1954, there 
was never any restriction of speech on 
our ministers in this country or our 
rabbis or our priests until 1954. The 
Lyndon Baines Johnson amendment in 
the Senate, never debated, no hearings 
were held; and yet the Senate unani-
mously accepted the amendment by 
Senator Johnson that basically said if 
you are a 501(c)(3), you may not have 
political speech, and that means en-
dorsement or opposition to a can-
didate. 

Well, I looked at the history of this, 
and I looked at the history of churches 
being qualified for a 501(c)(3). Never in 
any of the history that we looked upon 
was there any restriction of speech at 
all on the churches or synagogues or 
mosques in this country. 

The reason I bring this to the floor 
again tonight is because I believe sin-
cerely if morality in this great Nation 
is to survive based on the Judeo-Chris-
tian principles that this Nation was 
founded upon, then the ministers, the 
priests and the rabbis and the clerics 
should be able to speak freely about 
the moral and political issues of the 
today without any restriction. 

The IRS is in charge of overseeing 
the speech of our churches, syna-
gogues, and mosques. They testified 2 
years ago they cannot even enforce the 
law. Yet, what we have today is a man 
named Barry Lynn with the Americans 
United that stands for the separation 
of church and State; and what he does 
is file a complaint, like he did in Colo-
rado 4 weeks ago. Bishop Sheridan, a 
Catholic Bishop, the diocese of Colo-
rado Springs, wrote a pastoral letter, 
three pages to the Catholics in Colo-
rado Springs, and reminded them that 
the Catholic Church stands for pro-
tecting the unborn, it stands against 
stem cell research, it stands against 
euthanasia; and all they did in the pas-
toral letter was he did not mention Mr. 
KERRY or Mr. Bush. He did not mention 
Democrat or Republican, liberal or 
conservative, but what he did was men-
tion the word ‘‘pro-life.’’ 

And I want my friends to know in the 
House that in the early 1990s that the 
Internal Revenue Service expanded, 
through an administrative process, the 
definition of what the Johnson amend-
ment said. So in this documentation I 
am holding up tonight, Mr. Speaker, is 
a section called ‘‘code words.’’ Well, 
this begins to sound like what I can 
imagine in the late 1930s in Germany, 
code words. 
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Code words are like prochoice, pro-
life, liberal, conservative, Democrat 
and Republican. So what the bishop did 
in his pastoral letter was he mentioned 
the word ‘‘prolife’’ and because of that, 
Barry Lynn filed a complaint against 
him to challenge the tax status of the 
diocese in Colorado Springs. This is 
just one small example of many things 
that are happening. 

In Kansas, I spoke to a minister 
today and he knows that there is a 
group in Kansas that is watching what 
he is saying in his church. Well, let me 
say to my friends in the House, wheth-
er you be Democrat or Republican, this 
can happen to your church as well. 
What is happening in this country, 
there is an element that is trying to 
monitor the speech and the sermons in 
the churches and the synagogues and 
the mosques of this great Nation 
today. 

Let me read very briefly and then I 
will close, Mr. Speaker. The Main 
Stream Coalition headed by Caroline 
McKnight in Kansas is sending letters 
to more than 400 churches in the area 
reminding them of the IRS rule that 
we are trying to change to return to 
freedom of speech that we had in this 
country prior to 1954, which forbids tax 
exempt groups, including religious or-
ganizations, from participating in po-
litical campaigns for or against a can-
didate. 

Coalition volunteers will also visit 
churches and report any major viola-
tion to the IRS. This reminds me of 
what I thought might have happened in 
the late 1930s in Germany when the 
Jewish people went to their synagogue, 
where they had somebody watching 
who went in. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress, we are 
here to protect the first amendment 
rights of all the American people. That 
includes our preachers, our priests and 
our rabbis and the clerics in this coun-
try. I hope if we are going to honor 
those men and women who have given 
their lives for this country, who have 
died for freedom since the beginning of 
America through today and the days 
following today, then we must do our 
job to make sure that there is freedom 
of speech in our churches and syna-
gogues and mosques in this country. 

I close tonight, Mr. Speaker, by ask-
ing the good Lord to please bless our 
men and women in our uniform and 
their families. I close by asking the 
good Lord to bless America. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 

of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SMART SECURITY AND ASSAULT 
WEAPONS BAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, during 
the 2000 Presidential campaign, George 
W. Bush pledged to renew the assault 
weapons ban that President Clinton 
signed into law in 1994. This is a coura-
geous decision by a candidate who 
claimed he was not your typical con-
servative. 

Four years have passed and Can-
didate Bush’s pledge has gone 
unfulfilled by President Bush. It is 
amazing what the politics of a reelec-
tion campaign will do to one’s former 
pledges. 

The assault weapons ban will expire 
on September 13 unless President Bush 
renews the ban before that very point. 
First, Congress would need to approve 
this decision, however. With recess ap-
proaching, that leaves only 3 legisla-
tive days in September before military 
assault weapons designed to kill large 
numbers of people are once again avail-
able on America’s streets. 

Of course, President Bush and the 
White House are well aware of this 
deadline. So why are they not acting? 
Actually, the answer is simple. The an-
swer is the National Rifle Association 
has conditioned its support for George 
W. Bush on his strong opposition to 
gun control measures. The NRA has 
issued a not-so-subtle threat to with-
hold its vast resources from the Presi-
dent’s reelection campaign unless he 
agrees not to renew the assault weap-
ons ban. 

The problem, besides the fact that 
President Bush has once again failed to 
live up to one of his campaign prom-
ises, is that this is an issue of extreme 
importance to our national security. 

Al Qaeda training manuals recovered 
in Afghanistan specifically urge terror-
ists to exploit America’s ‘‘lax gun 
laws’’ to acquire and train with assault 
weapons. For many terrorists around 
the world, America is known as the 
great gun bazaar. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know about 
you, but I find this highly disturbing. 
If President Bush truly wanted to be 
smart about keeping America safe 
from terrorism, as he says he does, he 
would work to immediately renew the 
assault weapons ban. Renewing the ban 
is absolutely necessary to protect 
Americans from terrorism. Renewing 
the ban would keep deadly weaponry 
out of the hands of terrorists. 

These guns serve only one purpose, to 
take lives. In fact, the 2003 National 
Hunting Survey by Field and Stream 
Magazine confirmed that most gun 

owners do not consider assault weapons 
suitable guns for hunting in the first 
place. The ban clearly works. 

In 1995, the first year the assault 
weapons ban went into effect, the as-
sault weapons represented nearly 4 per-
cent of all guns recovered from crimes. 
By 2000, assault weapons represented a 
little more than 1 percent of weapons 
used in crimes. 

Mr. Speaker, clearly the time has 
come for a national security strategy 
that protects Americans from assault 
weapons, not one that protects the 
President’s favorite campaign donor 
from losing revenue. 

That is why I have introduced H. 
Con. Res. 392, legislation to create a 
SMART security platform for the 21st 
century. SMART stands for sensible, 
multilateral, American response to ter-
rorism. 

In crafting this legislation, my staff 
and I received the support of the won-
derful organizations, Physicians For 
Social Responsibility, the Friends 
Committee on National Legislation, 
and Women’s Action for New Direc-
tions. Without these groups, the legis-
lation would not have happened in the 
way it did. 

SMART security is stronger on na-
tional security than President Bush 
claims to be. SMART security will stop 
the sale of weapons to oppressive re-
gimes and regimes involved in human 
rights abuses. 

SMART security will pursue en-
hanced inspection regimes and regional 
security arrangements to ensure that 
state sponsors of terrorism do not get a 
hold of more light weaponry or even 
deadlier chemical or biological weap-
ons. 

It is time America got smart about 
its national security. I urge all of my 
colleagues to cosponsor this vitally im-
portant resolution, H. Con. Res. 392 be-
cause SMART security is tough, is 
pragmatic, is patriotic, and it will keep 
America safe. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MARIO DIAZ- 
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida addressed the House. His remarks 
will appear hereafter in the Extensions 
of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MALONEY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 
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RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-

TIONS OF THE CHIAPAS MISSION 
FOR SIGHT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
before you this evening in recognition 
of the extraordinary work and tireless 
efforts of Dr. Tracey Lewis, Dr. Judith 
Simon and the Chiapas Mission for 
Sight. 

Dr. Tracey Lewis, in particular, is a 
constituent in my district, a dear 
friend as well as an exemplary indi-
vidual, and she has chosen to lend her 
expertise and talent towards a very 
noble cause. I urge my fellow col-
leagues to take a moment to acknowl-
edge the invaluable service that the 
Chiapas Mission for Sight has offered 
to countless individuals in one par-
ticular developing region of the world. 

The Chiapas Mission for Sight aims 
to provide primary eye care and sur-
gery to the native Indian living in 
Ocotepec, Chiapas, Mexico. Thus far, 
they have completed three successful 
missions, and as a direct result, hun-
dreds of individuals in dire need of eye 
care and treatment have received prop-
er medical attention. Originally a 
branch of the Chiapas Project of New-
ton, New Jersey, and funded in part by 
the Rotary Club of Newton, this year 
the ophthalmology group has grown 
and formed its own mission dedicated 
solely to vision care. 

The group’s focus is providing med-
ical service to the population of 
Ocotepec and the surrounding villages, 
which exceeds 1 million people. Of this 
population, many suffer from blinding 
cataracts, which is a problem inherent 
to Ocotepec and its surrounding vil-
lages, because of the exposure to sig-
nificant sunlight and very poor nutri-
tion. The nearest town, Tuxtla, Gutier-
rez, is a 4-hour drive, and sadly, the na-
tives of the village earn less in 1 year 
than what it would cost to travel to 
Tuxtla to undergo cataract surgery. 

Oftentimes short-staffed, with do-
nated medical and surgical supplies, 
the volunteers work around the clock 
to provide the natives the medical at-
tention they so desperately need. Lack 
of funding has not deterred Tracey 
Lewis or the organization what it can 
to accomplish its goals. In fact, every 
doctor and most of the volunteers 
cover their own expenses, making their 
mission all the more charitable. On the 
last mission, the group examined over 
400 patients with significant eye dis-
ease, and due to limitations in staffing, 
surgery was triaged and performed 
only on those fully blind in both eyes. 

Currently, the Chiapas Mission is 
seeking volunteers who will be trained 
to perform vision screening and assist 
in the operating room. These volun-
teers will travel with the group and 
serve as assistants to the doctors. 

In this remote region, plagued by 
poor hygiene and lack of proper med-
ical and dental care, Tracey Lewis has 

quickly realized that a little does go a 
very long way. Inspired to take on this 
cause by her 9-year-old son, Tracey has 
demonstrated a remarkable ability to 
not only take on such a Herculean 
challenge, but to enthuse so many vol-
unteers to do the same. 

Today, as we discuss health dispari-
ties within the United States, it is im-
perative that we are also aware of the 
stark disparities between our country 
and regions around the world. In this 
age of scientific discovery and medical 
advancements, it is unfortunate that 
those in developing countries are not 
able to reap the benefits of modern 
medicine. 

As we in Congress hear about these 
numerous volunteers that travel to re-
mote villages and devote themselves to 
the restoration of vision to the blind 
people living there, let us rededicate 
ourselves to ensuring that every man, 
woman and child all around the world, 
including the United States, not go an-
other day without proper primary care 
and adequate medical assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, once again, I commend 
the Chiapas Mission for Sight as it pro-
vides a shining example of the impact 
individuals can make through self-sac-
rifice and goodwill. Assisting those liv-
ing in poor conditions with critical 
medical treatment truly demonstrates 
what can be done through benevolence 
and hard work. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

WORLD AIDS CONFERENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, last week I 
had the opportunity to attend the 15th 
International AIDS conference in 
Bangkok, Thailand, my third con-
ference since I have been in this body. 
As the only Member of Congress to at-
tend this incredibly important event, I 
want to take a few minutes this 
evening to brief my colleagues and the 
American public about my experience. 

Each time I have returned from one 
of these conferences, I am quite frank-
ly filled with great hope but also a very 
profound realization of just how much 
it is that we have left to do. 

Having spent a few days last week 
among the international leaders on the 
global pandemic, I can tell you that 
the international community is very, 
very disappointed by the rate of 
progress, to put it mildly, about the 
United States’ failure to deliver on pro-
jected funding and programs. In fact, 
that point was unfortunately rein-
forced by Secretary Tommy Thomp-

son’s decision to allow a delegation of 
only about 50 people from his Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to 
attend the World AIDS Conference this 
year, down from about 236, 2 years ago, 
when we held the conference in Bar-
celona, Spain. 

It is shameful that they have pre-
vented many of our very best and 
brightest scientists at the Centers for 
Disease Control and the National Insti-
tutes of Health from gaining new in-
sights from their colleagues in the 
international community. It is also 
tragic that this administration’s 
unilateralist and ideological tendencies 
have now spread to the fight against 
HIV/AIDS. It is morally wrong to allow 
right-wing ideology to trump science 
when it comes to the administration’s 
HIV/AIDS prevention policies. 

Their policies set aside 33 percent of 
all funding for abstinence-only pro-
grams which deny access to lifesaving 
education and technology, including 
condoms. Simply put, this is irrespon-
sible. It is unethical and it is inhu-
mane. 

I believe it is unethical because their 
AIDS treatment policies are really fo-
cused more on protecting patents and 
big pharmaceutical companies rather 
than the urgent need to get fixed-dose 
combinations into the hands of those 
who need them, 98 percent, 98 percent 
of whom lack access to treatment. The 
emphasis should be on saving lives. 

It is disingenuous that the adminis-
tration has proposed cutting our sup-
port for the Global Fund by over 60 per-
cent this coming fiscal year, proposing 
a measly contribution of $200 million 
rather than the $1.2 billion that is 
needed. We need to encourage the shar-
ing of information by our scientists 
and researchers. 

We need to do a lot better with co-
ordinating our bilateral programs with 
national governments, the NGO com-
munity, and our field missions. 
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We need to simplify our anti- 
retroviral treatment programs by pur-
chasing fixed dose combinations, drugs 
that are already available; and we 
must standardize our treatment pro-
grams according to the wishes of each 
individual country. 

We have to fund the fund. 
Although I applaud the gentleman 

from Arizona (Chairman KOLBE) and 
the gentlewoman from New York’s 
(Ranking Member LOWEY) efforts in 
doubling the administration’s request 
for funding for the Global Fund by pro-
viding $400 million, I was disappointed 
last week when a point of order was 
raised with regard to an amendment 
which I offered which actually killed 
an amendment that would have raised 
our contributions to $1.2 billion this 
year, which is what we need to get 
started. 

The fund is the very best way to get 
the money out into the hands of the 
NGO community immediately. It takes 
a multilateral approach, and it has the 
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potential to leverage vast new re-
sources. We are the wealthiest country 
in the world. We should be leading the 
charge. The Global Fund is the best ve-
hicle to show that type of cooperation 
and provide for the quick release of 
this money. 

Perhaps most importantly, we must 
stress and implement a balanced, com-
prehensive HIV prevention policy that 
includes abstinence, being faithful, and 
condoms. 

Mr. Speaker, we must also go fur-
ther. As United Nations Secretary Gen-
eral Kofi Annan said so eloquently in 
his remarks during the opening cere-
monies on Sunday, we must place, he 
said, a special emphasis on reducing 
the cultural, social, economic, and po-
litical factors that increase the vulner-
ability of women and girls to HIV. 

On July 9, just before leaving for 
Bangkok, I introduced H.R. 4792, The 
New United States Global HIV Preven-
tion Strategy to Address the Needs of 
Women and Girls Act of 2004, with 54 
original cosponsors. This bill would do 
just that. We need a focused effort on 
women and children. Women and chil-
dren need the assistance of this coun-
try and a comprehensive strategy to 
address this pandemic. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. ANDREWS addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

INDIVIDUALS SHOULD HAVE A 
SECOND CHANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor this evening because 
earlier today I failed to pass an amend-
ment in a Committee on Education and 
the Workforce markup. My amendment 
was a very simple amendment, very 
modest amendment. It was an amend-
ment that would have allowed States 
to move utilization of their leadership 
funds for vocational education from 1 
percent to 3 percent. 

Now, I think my amendment failed 
not because it lacked merit. I do not 
think it failed because it was too ambi-
tious, but I think it failed basically be-
cause of a lack of understanding and 
sensitivity to what I think is emerging 
as one of the biggest problems facing 
urban America today, and that is, the 
problem of individuals coming home 
from prison with no skill, little edu-
cation, no training and virtually no 
ability to get a job, which sends them 
right back to the penitentiaries from 
which they have come. 

We have become, Mr. Speaker, the 
most incarcerated Nation on the face 
of the Earth, the United States of 
America. It is hard to believe, but we 
have more people in prison per capita 
than any other country on the face of 
the Earth. Right now, as I speak, there 
are more than 2 million people in this 
country who are incarcerated, in jails 
and prisons. More than 640,000 of them 
come home each and every year. 

Now, I will not even bother to go into 
why there are so many people in pris-
on: mandatory minimums, antiquated 
sentencing laws, get tough on drugs, 
punishment that does not fit the crime; 
of course, lack of prevention, lack of 
education, poverty; all of the things 
that characterize individuals who are 
in prison and, of course, in many in-
stances, race and ethnic backgrounds. 

The realities are, if we do not do 
something to stem the tide, then this 
problem keeps recurring over and over 
and over again. 

Last year, I introduced a bill, the 
Public Safety Ex-Offender Self-Suffi-
ciency Act of 2003, along with the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 
That bill calls for the building of 
100,000 units of SRO-type housing for 
ex-offenders, people as they come out 
of prison because all of the studies sug-
gest that one of the biggest problems 
that people have when they return 
home from prison is having a stable en-
vironment in which to live. 

About 3 weeks ago, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and I and the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) 
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) introduced the Second Chance 
Ex-Offender Act which is, in reality, a 
scaled-down version of our first bill. 
What we are really trying to do is to 
assist people to reenter back into nor-
mal life. It has nothing to do with get-
ting soft on crime or being soft on 
crime, but it has everything to do with 
promoting public safety, with reducing 
recidivism, with improving the quality 
of life, not only for those individuals 
who return but for all of those with 
whom they come into contact. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope that as we 
continue to move progressively in our 
country that we would take a different 
look at how we treat punishment and 
how individuals who have gone afoul of 
the law should have and must have a 
second chance. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

THE BURDEN WE ARE PASSING ON 
TO OUR KIDS AND GRANDKIDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I recently received this in the 
mail, and I do not know if the cameras 
can really pick it up. It is a front page 
that is sort of startling. 

It says the budget, bloated with pork. 
The national debt, soaring past $7 tril-
lion. Is it not time to fight back, is the 
main headline. Interest rates rising. 
Entitlement program, $73 trillion in 
unfunded liabilities. 

Sort of makes one realize the tre-
mendous burden that we are passing on 
to our kids and our grandkids. It 
speaks of $7 trillion dollar national 
debt, and of course, you have to pay in-
terest on that national debt because 
you are borrowing the money. 

Interest on that national debt now 
represents about 14 percent of the total 
budget. This pie chart represents how 
we are spending the $2.4 trillion of ex-
penditures this year. Interest at 14 per-
cent, that represents $800 billion that 
we are paying in interest, and interest 
rates now are relatively low. So that 
means, as interest rates go up, the por-
tion of the total income coming into 
the Federal Government is going to be 
used up paying interest. 

So two things: interest rates are 
going up, and the debt is going up fast-
er than it ever has. We are now increas-
ing the debt by over $500 billion a year, 
and that is because we have a propen-
sity to spend. Politicians have found 
out that they are more likely to be re- 
elected if they bring home the pork 
barrel projects. They get on the paper 
cutting of the ribbon of the new facili-
ties, of the jogging trails or the librar-
ies or whatever, and that overspending, 
because of efforts to try or politicians 
to try to be liked by the people back 
home and to get elected is part of what 
is driving up our debt. 

Over $500 billion a year of deficit 
spending. Deficit spending means how 
much in 1 year we are overspending, 
over and above the revenues coming 
into government. That $500 billion of 
increased debt a year, how do you put 
it in perspective? 
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Well, we are a country about 228 

years old. It took the first 200 years of 
this country to amass a debt of $500 bil-
lion. Now, we are going deeper in debt 
$500 billion every year. 

What does that do to our kids? I am 
a farmer from Michigan; and the way I 
was raised, what a farmer did for his 
kids was try to pay down the mortgage, 
hopefully make their life a little better 
than mom and dad’s life was. But in 
this Congress, in this city of Wash-
ington, we are driving up that mort-
gage for our kids and our grandkids to 
pay off. 

So two areas: one is the increased 
debt that we are laying on our kids and 
our grandkids, and the other is the in-
creased promises of unfunded liabil-
ities. Unfunded liabilities are the 
green-shade, the economists’ words, for 
how much we are promising in benefits 
for programs such as Medicare, Med-
icaid, Social Security, how much we 
are promising in benefits over and 
above what revenues we have to pay for 
those benefits. This is $73 trillion and 
putting $73 trillion sort of in some kind 
of a measurable fashion, and I am not 
sure any of us can do that. Our current 
spending every year is just a little over 
$2 trillion, and here is $73 trillion that 
is needed to go into a savings account 
today that is going to have a return of 
at least interest rates that will accom-
modate inflation to pay for what we 
have promised in programs over and 
above what is coming in in revenues 
from the payroll tax. 

Let me go around this pie chart, and 
then we will talk a little bit more 
about the unfunded liabilities. 

You can see the biggest piece of pie is 
Social Security, using up 21 percent of 
total government spending; and so 
many people say, well, Congressman 
SMITH, you should not have that as 
part of the pie. Social Security is sepa-
rate. 

I would just point out that the Su-
preme Court now on two decisions has 
said that there is no entitlement to So-
cial Security benefits just because you 
have paid in Social Security all your 
life. The Social Security payroll tax is 
simply a tax. The benefits that you 
might get are a separate, different pro-
gram that Congress and the President 
has signed into law saying here are 
some benefits that you get at age 65; 
and of course, if you look back at his-
tory, we know that over the years we 
have changed those benefits dramati-
cally. When we run out of money, we 
increase the tax and reduce benefits 
usually. 

Going around the pie quickly, Medi-
care is at 12 percent. Now, with a pre-
scription drug program, it is estimated 
that Medicare is going to overtake So-
cial Security as a percentage of total 
spending within the next 20 years. 

Medicaid is growing very rapidly at 6 
percent. The reason Medicaid is going 
to be growing is more people who 
thought they were saving enough for 
retirement now are living much longer 
than they anticipated. They are using 

up their savings; and once they are 
broke, they go on Medicaid. 
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Of course if you go to a nursing 
home, you end up paying $40,000, 
$50,000, $60,000 a year to go into that 
nursing home facility, and if you are 
living very long, that means a lot of 
your savings are used up, and you go on 
Medicaid and then taxes pay for the 
Medicaid program. 

Other entitlements represent 10 per-
cent. Defense, I am going to skip over 
here to defense at 20 percent. Before 
Afghanistan and Iraq, defense was a lit-
tle under 19 percent. Now we are going 
up to 20 percent, not a huge increase in 
terms of percentage of total budget, 
but here is the domestic discretionary 
spending that uses up 16 percent of the 
total Federal budget. On those 12 ap-
propriations bills, it is what we spend 
most of the year, at least half to three- 
quarters of the year arguing about how 
we are going to spend that 16 percent of 
the budget. 

My point is, unless we look at these 
other expenditures, the indebtedness 
and interest on the debt, Social Secu-
rity programs that are going broke, 
Medicare programs that are going 
broke, Medicaid programs that are 
going broke, the so-called entitlement 
programs, which means that you are 
entitled to receive these benefits from 
other taxpayers if you are at a certain 
level of poverty, if you are at a certain 
level of poverty and have children, if 
you reach a certain age, if you are a 
veteran that is retiring, if you are a 
farmer that is in the farm programs. 

So the entitlements are sort of like 
on automatic pilot. Unless we deal 
with some of those problems, the over-
promising of those entitlement pro-
grams, we are going to leave our kids, 
grandkids and the future generations 
not only this massive debt that is now 
$7 trillion, but the problem of trying to 
raise enough money to pay for the 
promises, and I would say the ‘‘over-
promising’’ that this Congress has 
done. 

I asked Art Laffer, an economist that 
I respect, the originator of the so- 
called Laffer Curve, I said ‘‘Art, what 
is worse, increasing taxes or increasing 
the debt?’’ 

He said, ‘‘Well, in the long run they 
are about the same because increasing 
indebtedness is the promise of future 
taxes,’’ and it is. To accommodate that 
14 percent that we are now paying in 
the total Federal spending pie for in-
terest, and that 14 percent is going up 
very quickly as interest rates go up 
and as we increase the debt, it is going 
to mean that we have to come up with 
money in some fashion to pay for it. So 
that brings us back to the propensity 
of politicians to spend more and prom-
ise more. 

How do we get control of the over-
zealousness to try to solve more and 
more problems of the country? If we 
look back at the Framers of our Con-
stitution that were brave enough to de-

clare independence from Great Britain, 
that wrote a Constitution that de-
signed an economic incentive that 
those that work hard, that try, that 
save, that invest, that go to school and 
use that education are better off than 
those that do not, that is what has 
helped us be the strongest, most suc-
cessful Nation on earth. It is not that 
we are smarter than anybody else in 
the world; it is that we have had that 
kind of motivation and incentive to do 
our very best, to come up with ideas 
and work hard. 

Now, over the years we have sort of 
said, well, if you work hard and get a 
second job, and you wanted that second 
shift so you could have more money for 
your family, we are not only going to 
tax you more, we are going to tax you 
at a higher rate. So dividing that 
wealth of those that are successful, and 
so if you work hard and are successful, 
we are going to tax you more and 
more, and give it to the people over 
here. So it is sort of pay in according 
to your ability to pay in, and take out 
according to your need. 

Mr. Speaker, we have to be careful 
that we do not lose that kind of incen-
tive that has made this country great 
in our overzealousness to divide the 
wealth, number one, and to pass on to 
future generations the overspending 
that we are doing today. It is really 
somewhat egotistical, I think probably 
a better word might be ‘‘unconscion-
able,’’ to think that our problems 
today are so great that it justifies 
spending the money our kids have not 
even earned yet. 

Next chart, unfunded liabilities. 
What are they and what are the prom-
ises? 

The three largest categories of un-
funded liabilities are Medicare, Med-
icaid and Social Security. The Social 
Security and Medicare trustees have 
calculated that these programs have 
over $73 trillion in unfunded liabilities. 
So $73.5 trillion are going to have to be 
invested today to have a return that is 
going to accommodate inflation to pay 
what is needed to make up the dif-
ference between the revenues coming 
in in the payroll tax and what is need-
ed to accommodate the current prom-
ises. 

Breaking them down, Medicare Part 
A, mostly hospitals, $21.8 trillion un-
funded liability; Medicare Part B, $2.2 
trillion unfunded liability; Medicare 
Part D, the new prescription drug pro-
gram, $16.6 trillion unfunded liability; 
and Social Security with our promises, 
about $12 trillion unfunded liability. 

Those are huge problems. How are we 
ever going to solve those kinds of 
promises in relation to what this coun-
try is worth, what we can produce in 
our gross domestic product every year? 
We are now spending approximately 20 
percent of the GDP in our funding at 
$2.4 trillion. So that means 12, 13, some 
good years, maybe $14 trillion is the 
total product, the total gross domestic 
product that we produce in this whole 
country in 1 year, and yet we are talk-
ing six times that amount that we need 
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right now if we are going to accommo-
date the future promises, the cost of 
the future promises we have made over 
and above what is coming in in reve-
nues. Just huge problems. 

So what do we do about it? We do not 
do anything. The longer we put the so-
lutions to these problems off, the more 
drastic the solution is going to have to 
be. I have been working on Social Secu-
rity, and I am going to talk a little bit 
about Social Security tonight. 

It was estimated back in 1987 that we 
were going to run out of money for So-
cial Security. Actually, I was in Michi-
gan, and I was chairman of the Senate 
finance committee, the Senate tax-
ation committee, if you will. That is 
where I wrote my first Social Security 
bill. When I looked at the fact that 
with people living longer and the birth-
rate going down, Social Security was 
going to go broke. It was going to run 
out of money. 

So I came into Congress. I was elect-
ed in 1992, and every session since I 
have introduced a Social Security bill. 
I have had my Social Security bills 
scored by the Social Security actu-
aries. They say that my bills would 
keep Social Security solvent essen-
tially forever, even though they do it 
for the next 75 years. The way I struc-
tured my bills, it would keep Social Se-
curity solvent forever. 

Nobody really wants to deal with So-
cial Security, and let me tell you why. 
Because most of the seniors on Social 
Security depend on Social Security for 
80 percent or more of their total retire-
ment income. 

So if you are dependent on that So-
cial Security check, you can under-
stand that it is very easy to scare a 
senior by saying, well, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) wants to 
ruin your Social Security and take 
your Social Security away from you. 

It was tough in my first few elec-
tions. I have probably given between 
270 and 300 speeches on Social Security 
in my district. I suspect that my Sev-
enth Congressional District of Michi-
gan is more aware of the problem of 
Social Security and that it is going 
broke than maybe any other part of 
the country. It is a huge problem. 

I was made chairman of the Bipar-
tisan Social Security Task Force, and 
we spent a year having expert wit-
nesses come in to explain to the Repub-
licans and Democrats on that task 
force the problems of Social Security, 
the fact that it was going broke, the 
fact that the longer we put off a solu-
tion, the more drastic that solution is 
going to have to be. So when we fin-
ished, we had a bipartisan agreement 
that there has got to be a better way to 
invest some of the money coming in to 
get a better return than we have in So-
cial Security. We had an agreement, 
the longer you put off not dealing with 
this huge problem, the worse it is going 
to be, so it was important we all agreed 
to deal with it as quickly as possible. 

So we wrote and introduced Social 
Security legislation. I have had Social 

Security legislation introduced for the 
last 8 years which has had bipartisan 
sponsors of that legislation because 
those individuals on both sides of the 
aisle that are aware of the magnitude 
of this problem agree that we have got 
to move ahead with a solution to So-
cial Security. We have to do the same 
thing with Medicare and Medicaid. We 
cannot go on pretending that it is okay 
to continue to increase spending be-
cause it seems to be popular at home. 

Why is it popular at home? Here is 
my two bits worth as a farmer from 
southern Michigan. We now have ap-
proximately 50 percent of the adult 
population in the United States that 
only pays 1 percent of the income tax. 
So you can see that there will be some 
people in this country that say to 
Washington, to the President and 
Members of Congress, to the Senators, 
well, spend some more tax dollars help-
ing me with my problem because it 
ends up that they are getting much 
more out of government than they are 
paying in in taxes. 

That is another talk on where we go 
with this complicated Tax Code and 
the unfairness of the Tax Code. I think 
we need the kind of Tax Code that ev-
erybody pays at least something in to 
run the Federal Government so they 
have a stake in the overzealousness of 
politicians to spend tax dollars and in-
crease taxes. 

Now, in an election year and ap-
proaching this Presidential election, 
we have a lot of concerns from the 
Democrat side of the aisle that we are 
shortchanging spending on needed pro-
grams, such as this needed program 
and this needed program, so let us in-
crease taxes to make sure that we are 
doing the right thing to spend money 
for this program. 

This evening we heard a lot of com-
ments that we have to go into Sudan 
and the atrocities which have been oc-
curring in Darfur is partially our re-
sponsibility. I think it is, but it is not 
just singly the responsibility of the 
United States, it is the responsibility 
of all the countries of the world. 

Maybe we sent the wrong signal when 
we went into Iraq. Maybe other coun-
tries sort of heard the message that if 
they did not do anything, the United 
States would do it anyway. There were 
17 U.N. resolutions condemning Iraq. 
We knew that there were problems of 
tyrant dictators, accommodations for 
terrorists, and developing more and 
more weapons in several countries, 
Syria, Libya, Iran, Iraq, North Korea. 
After the terrorist attack of 9/11, it was 
appropriate that we go to the source of 
that problem and go into Afghanistan. 

b 2215 

But here are countries developing 
more and more weapons, with tyrant 
dictators, accommodating terrorists, 
and so what should the choice be? Our 
first choice was go to the United Na-
tions to try to get more countries to 
join with us in going after all of these 
countries to send a strong signal that 

we are not going to allow the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction. 

I bring this up because other coun-
tries said, well, why don’t you go ahead 
and do it alone? We sort of did. Thank 
goodness for Great Britain that has 
joined us in that venture. But now we 
are challenged with some of these 
other countries. Maybe we are moving 
ahead with North Korea now in their 
development of nuclear weapons with 
the help of China because North Korea 
does not want to offend China and the 
other five countries that are putting 
pressure on them to stop their weapons 
of mass destruction, but my guess is we 
will do something like President Clin-
ton did and that is essentially paying 
off the blackmail to get them to stop 
developing and selling weapons of mass 
destruction. 

The decision was made because of the 
many U.N. resolutions, because of the 
fact that Saddam had used weapons of 
mass destruction on his own people, be-
cause of the fact that maybe if we 
could get Iraq to make a transition to 
a democracy and have an increased 
standard of living, it would make a 
huge difference in the countries sur-
rounding them. I think that is true. If 
we are successful in Iraq, I think the 
people of Iran will not stand for not 
moving ahead with more liberty and 
more freedom in their particular coun-
try. 

I recently visited Libya and met with 
Colonel Qaddafi. I think it was par-
tially because he did not want to end 
up like Saddam Hussein did, is sort of 
my guess. As I talked to Colonel 
Qaddafi, it was like him coming to con-
fession that he was a terrorist but he 
saw no reason to continue having those 
weapons of mass destruction. It is a 
good start and Colonel Qaddafi and 
Libya now are more a part of the World 
Trade Organization. It is going to end 
up being better for their country. But 
now we need to encourage the rest of 
the world to encourage these other 
countries to move in and be part of the 
world community, in trade, because in 
the long run it is going to be good for 
those countries. 

It is going to be a huge challenge in 
stopping terrorism in this world. I am 
just so convinced that we cannot turn 
tail and run, that we have got to stick 
to it, we have got to be dedicated and 
whether it is Iraq or whether it is a 
continued fight to do away with terror-
ists in this world, we have got to work 
together to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, next I am going to 
briefly go through a couple of these 
charts. This is the general revenue 
transfer. To make up the difference be-
tween what we promised in Medicare, 
Medicaid and Social Security and what 
is coming in from the payroll tax, this 
is in a few years what is going to have 
to come out of the general fund if we 
simply do nothing and let it go. 

By 2020, that means that we are going 
to have to take 28 percent out of the 
general fund to make up the difference 
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between what is coming in in the pay-
roll tax and what we promised in bene-
fits for these programs. If we just go to 
2030, another 26 years away, it is going 
to take over 52 percent of the general 
fund revenues to accommodate those 
programs. 

So why do we not deal with it? Par-
tially maybe because it is a tough 
question and it is a tough solution. 
There are only a couple of ways to fix 
the programs. You either increase 
taxes and have more revenue coming 
in, or you reduce benefits. Of course, 
that is what we have done over the 
years. Every time we have had prob-
lems with Social Security, we have ei-
ther increased revenues or reduced ben-
efits or a combination. That is what I 
think we need to guard against, simply 
because most adults in the United 
States today pay more in the payroll 
tax than they do in the income tax. 

Here is a quick visual snapshot of the 
problems with Social Security. After 
the Greenspan Commission in 1983, we 
have surplus revenues coming in be-
cause we had a dramatic increase in 
the payroll tax, increased revenues 
coming in over and above what Social 
Security is paying out; and then by 
2017 the red portion of the chart begins, 
and that is the time when we have to 
come up with money from more bor-
rowing or more taxes to pay promised 
benefits. 

Here is how Social Security works. 
Just very briefly, the payout is very 
progressive. The taxes being paid in are 
not progressive. Benefits are progres-
sive, and they are based on earnings at 
retirement. All of a worker’s wages up 
to the tax ceiling, which is now $89,000 
a year, are indexed to present value 
using wage inflation. Present value 
means if you had a certain job 20 years 
ago and wages double every 10 years, 
then for calculating your Social Secu-
rity benefits, they up the wages to 
what that job would be paying on the 
day you retire. The best 35 years of 
earnings are averaged, the annual ben-
efits for those retiring in 2004, and here 
is the progressive part: if you are very 
low income, you get back in a monthly 
check 90 percent of what you were get-
ting when you were working. So 90 per-
cent of the earnings up to $7,300 are 
what you get in your Social Security 
check. Thirty-two percent of the earn-
ings between the $7,300 and the $44,000. 
Then everything over that, you get 15 
percent of your earnings above $44,000. 

If you are very rich, you get maybe 
16 percent of your average wage back 
in Social Security benefits. If you are 
very low income, then you get 90 per-
cent of what you are earning weekly or 
monthly or biweekly back in a Social 
Security check. Early retirees receive 
adjusted benefits, and I added a column 
on this one. When we started Social Se-
curity in 1934, it was interesting going 
through the archives. Franklin Roo-
sevelt said that there should be a pri-
vate sector savings account owned by 
the individual, and actually the Senate 
passed a Social Security bill that had a 

savings account owned by the individ-
uals but with the provision that you 
could not use any of the money until 
you retired at age 65. Actually, it 
worked very well then because the av-
erage age of death was 62 and so most 
people died before they became eligible 
for benefits and this pay-as-you-go pro-
gram worked very well. 

Pay-as-you-go, let me just explain 
that a second. When you have the de-
duction of the 12.4 percent for Social 
Security, a total of 15.2 percent payroll 
tax, your employer sends in that 
money. By the end of the week, that 
money is sent out to existing retirees. 
So there is no savings account with 
anybody’s name on it. It is a pay-as- 
you-go program. So the taxes come in, 
and they are immediately sent out to 
existing beneficiaries, sort of like the 
chain letter. 

I remember a cartoon I once saw with 
the elderly person saying, well, I am 
going to retire, how does Social Secu-
rity work? And here is Uncle Sam say-
ing, well, see this long list. You put 
your name at the bottom of the list, 
and then you send your money to the 
person on the top of the list. 

And so it is sort of like a chain letter 
and you hope there is going to be some 
money left when your name at the bot-
tom of the list gets closer to the top of 
the list. 

Social Security was supposed to be 
one leg of a three-legged stool. I would 
encourage every person under 55 years 
old to make an aggressive effort to 
start putting aside savings for your re-
tirement. The challenges for this coun-
try in the next 10 years when we start 
running out of money for Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and Medicaid, be-
tween 10 and 20 years, there is going to 
be a dramatic pressure to increase 
taxes and reduce benefits. 

My argument to try to get business 
and industry on board in terms of the 
need to have a Social Security solution 
and a Medicare and Medicaid solution 
is the consequences of doing nothing 
and that is what we see happening in 
many countries around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask everybody 
to just make a guess of what the pay-
roll tax is, for example, in France to 
accommodate their senior citizens. It 
is now over 50 percent of the payroll. 
So you can see that that makes that 
country much less competitive. They 
have either got to pay their workers 
less wages, and that is why there are a 
lot of strikes over in France, or they 
have got to increase the price of their 
product that makes them less competi-
tive. In Germany, the payroll tax in 
Germany just went over 40 percent. 
Japan is hard-pressed in terms of their 
taxes that are needed to accommodate 
their senior population. 

So for goodness sake, let us not keep 
putting off these problems for the next 
Congress because we do not know ex-
actly how to deal with it, so we end up 
with that kind of taxes and that kind 
of pressure on our businesses that are 
going to put our businesses at a greater 

competitive disadvantage as they try 
to compete in world trade. 

Social Security is a system stretched 
to its limits. There are 78 million baby 
boomers that begin retiring in just 31⁄2 
years; 78 million baby boomers begin 
retiring in 2008. Social Security spend-
ing exceeds tax revenues in 2017, and 
the trust funds go broke. Insolvency is 
certain. It does not take a guess. We 
know how many people there are, and 
we know when they are going to retire. 
We know that people will live longer in 
retirement. We know how much they 
will pay in and how much they will 
take out. The actuaries’ estimate right 
now is payroll taxes will not cover ben-
efits starting in 2017, and the shortfalls 
will add up to $120 trillion between 2017 
and 2075, $120 trillion that we are going 
to need. The $120 trillion is what we 
need in all those future years one year 
after the other. That is what would be 
accommodated if we put $12 trillion 
into a savings account now that would 
have a return of at least inflation and 
the time value of money. 

Here is sort of a chart that shows 
what has gotten us into this predica-
ment. That is the demographics. Our 
pay-as-you-go retirement system will 
not meet the challenge of demographic 
change. Back in 1940, we had 28 workers 
working and paying in their Social Se-
curity tax to accommodate every one 
retiree. So here are 28 people sharing 
the cost of every one retiree. By the 
year 2000, it got down to three workers 
paying in their taxes, and the three of 
them sharing the cost and benefits for 
Social Security of every retiree. The 
estimate by the actuaries is by 2025, we 
are only going to have two workers 
trying to pay enough tax to accommo-
date one retiree. That is what is hap-
pening, and that is why our taxes con-
tinue to go up; and if we do nothing, it 
means increasing the tax. 

I have read by some, some on this 
side of the aisle, that, look, all we need 
is a strong economy, so if we can have 
a strong economy and better jobs and 
better wages and more profit, it will do 
it. But here is the problem. Because 
benefits are directly related to the 
wages you get in and as there are more 
jobs and more people working and more 
wages, that means that temporarily it 
fixes the problem because you have a 
little more money coming in; but be-
cause benefits are directly tied to the 
wages that you make, it means the 
payout in future years is going to be 
greater. So in the long run it does not 
fix the program. Growth makes the 
numbers look better now, but leaves a 
larger hole to fill later. In my talks 
around the country and around Michi-
gan, people say, well, if Congress would 
just keep its cotton-picking hands off 
the Social Security trust fund. 

b 2230 

We should do that. What we should 
be doing with the trust fund is getting 
a real return on it. But what Congress 
has been doing, and the President, for 
the last 20 years is, every time there is 
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a little extra money coming in from 
Social Security, we spend it on other 
government programs. Right now, gov-
ernment owes the trust fund, because 
that is what we do, we write out an 
IOU. Government owes the Social Se-
curity trust fund $1.4 trillion, but the 
shortfall, what we are going to need, is 
$12.2 trillion. So just the trust fund by 
itself is not going to accommodate or 
solve the problem. 

Social Security has a total unfunded 
liability of $12 trillion. The Social Se-
curity trust fund contains nothing but 
IOUs, and to keep paying promised So-
cial Security benefits, the payroll tax 
will have to be increased by nearly 50 
percent or benefits will have to be cut 
by 30 percent. 

In this chart I have tried to show 
that Social Security is not a good in-
vestment. The average retiree only 
gets back a 1.7 percent return over in-
flation for the money they and their 
employers send into Social Security. 
Actually, if one happens to be a minor-
ity whose average age is 631⁄2 right now, 
they actually end up with a negative 
return because they die before they hit 
65 and start collecting benefits. The av-
erage is 1.7 percent return. 

But the market, in this case I did a 
graph showing the Wilshire 5000, the 
average of 5,000 stocks for the last 10 
years. Even with the poor returns that 
we have had for over the past 31⁄2, 4 
years, even with those poor returns, 
the Wilshire 5000 has returned 11.8 per-
cent over and above inflation. 

So how about that? How about hav-
ing some of this money coming in from 
Social Security, invested in accounts? 
And I think there has got to be a limi-
tation on accounts, so what I do in my 
bills is, I do it sort of like the Thrift 
Savings Account, index stocks, index 
bonds, index mutual funds, the option 
of foreign stock funds. Once one has ac-
cumulated a certain $2,500 in their re-
tirement account, and they cannot use 
it, government is going to control it, 
once they get to that level, then there 
could be more flexibility as determined 
by the Secretary of Treasury in terms 
of additional alternative investments 
that one might use. 

This is how many years one has got 
to live after they retire to break even 
on the money they and their employer 
put into Social Security or, if one is 
self-employed, the money they put in. 
If people retired in 1960, it was a pretty 
good deal. They only had to live 2 years 
after retirement. But now, in 2005, peo-
ple are going to have to live 23 years 
after they retire to break even on the 
money they sent in for Social Security. 
By 2015 it goes up to 26 years that peo-
ple are going to have to live after re-
tirement. And, look, that might be pos-
sible. The age of life has continued to 
increase. 

Here is the chart I want to finish 
with. And that is the danger of doing 
nothing. What we have done in the past 
is increase taxes or reduce benefits 
every time we have had a problem with 
enough money to pay out promised 

benefits. And over the years we have 
increased benefits, too, for Social Secu-
rity. In fact, in 1965 we amended the 
Social Security bill to start the Medi-
care program. So that was a huge new 
challenge and huge new promises that 
are going to put our kids and our 
grandkids even deeper in debt. 

Just going up from the 11⁄2 percent in 
1940, we raised it to 2 percent of the 
first 3,000. In 1960, running short of 
money again for the increased benefits, 
we tripled the rate, a 300 percent in-
crease in the rate going up to 6 per-
cent, and we increased the base, too, to 
4,800. 

By 1980, we raised the tax rate to 
10.16 percent of the first 25,900. By 2000, 
again we raised the rate up to 12.4 per-
cent of the first 76,200; in 2004, 12.4 per-
cent of the first 87,900, but now it is 12.4 
percent of the first 89,000. So we have 
continued to increase the tax. 

And I just plead, Mr. Speaker, with 
everybody that might be listening that 
they, as workers in America, or their 
kids that are going to be working if 
they retire, should not be asked to pay 
a higher and higher tax to accommo-
date the existing retirees. Probably the 
people that are retiring this year, and 
I have not seen the statistics, but I 
would guess they are probably one of 
the most wealthy generations that ever 
has retired in America. 

Six principles of saving Social Secu-
rity, and here is what I sent out to all 
the Members of the House and all the 
Members of the Senate: Protect cur-
rent and future beneficiaries; allow 
freedom of choice, and in my legisla-
tion, we can guarantee that they are 
going to have as much return by hav-
ing their own investment as they 
would if they stayed in the current sys-
tem, so we guarantee that the return 
on their private savings account that 
they own, that government is going to 
control it, that they cannot take it out 
until they are 65 or until they have an 
annuity that is going to prove that 
they are never going to fall back on 
other taxpayers. That, in a sense, says 
that one can be an average worker and 
retire as a very wealthy person if they 
start saving this money. 

And some of these counties have had 
the option of not using the Social Se-
curity because that is the way the leg-
islation was written. A municipality or 
a State can have the option of invest-
ing their own money or going into So-
cial Security. Some of these counties 
are giving to their retirees that in-
vested their own money over the last 60 
years up to nine and ten times as much 
as Social Security pays similar wage- 
earning retirees. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to close with 
the plea that we work together to 
make this kind of a bipartisan effort. It 
may be our chance next year after this 
Presidential election. I would guess 
that if we cannot do it in the first 4 
years of a President’s term, then it is 
going to be difficult to make the tough 
decisions that are required to solve 
these kinds of problems in Social Secu-

rity and solve the kinds of problems 
that we need to be looking at in Medi-
care and Medicaid and some of the 
other entitlement programs. It is just 
unfair, unconscionable, to pretend that 
our problems are so great today that 
we have to take the money and the 
savings of our kids and our grandkids 
because they are going to have their 
own problems and their own concerns. 

f 

THE COMPLEXITY OF OUR TAX 
CODE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 7, 2003, 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say to the gentleman from Michigan 
that I was very interested in his re-
marks, and I agreed with a lot of his 
remarks. Where we would disagree is 
our responsibility is if we are going to 
buy things to pay for them. And I 
would say, with all due respect to my 
friend, for the last 40 months we have 
not been doing that. 

We continue to buy and we are not 
paying. And that is why that half-a- 
trillion-dollar debt to which he re-
ferred has been accumulated, and this 
year it may be a little less or a little 
more, but I agree with his general 
proposition that we need to come to-
gether, and if we are going to buy, pay 
for it and not pass it along to future 
generations, because as the gentleman 
so correctly pointed out, if we incur 
debt today, it is inevitably taxes to-
morrow. 

It is, I think, appropriate that we 
transit from a discussion about the def-
icit that confronts us, the obligations 
confront us, and talk about the way we 
pay for what government is asked to 
provide. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be lead-
ing this Democratic special order to-
night on an issue that confronts mil-
lions of Americans every single year, 
the unbelievable complexity of our tax 
laws. 

All of us, of course, bear some re-
sponsibility for the complexity of our 
Tax Code. Democrats and Republicans 
and every American, every American 
who believes that the tax preferences 
that he or she utilizes are worthwhile. 
Considered individually, the tax pref-
erences that are part of the code, of 
course, can be rationalized: the chari-
table deduction, a very worthwhile ef-
fort; the mortgage interest deduction, 
which has provided for America being 
now one of the largest home-owning 
countries in the world, a good provi-
sion. 

Collectively, however, they are a 
jumble of confusion that causes unfair 
results and has a corrosive effect on 
our democracy. As Paul O’Neill, the 
former Secretary of the Treasury, who 
is no longer with us, perhaps because of 
candor, said, ‘‘One of the unseen con-
sequences of our Tax Code’s complexity 
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is the sense it leaves with taxpayers 
that the system is unfair and that oth-
ers pay less tax because of special ad-
vantages.’’ 

A few facts, Mr. Speaker, illustrate 
the scope of the problem. In 1913, the 
Tax Code was a mere 500 pages. Today, 
the code and regulations total more 
than 60,000 pages. Four common forms: 
Form 1040 and Schedules A, B, and D 
take an estimated 28 hours and 30 min-
utes to prepare. 

There is a lot of talk about sim-
plification, but we have not moved to-
wards simplification, and Americans 
are rightly frustrated. Americans are 
rightly angry about this annual chal-
lenge that they have to pay correctly 
the taxes toward supporting their gov-
ernment. 

When the IRS started tracking this 
information in 1988, that is how long it 
took to fill out forms, the average pa-
perwork burden was 17 hours, 7 min-
utes. Even the simplest form in the 
IRS inventory, the 1040EZ, now re-
quires 3 hours and 43 minutes to pre-
pare, up from 1 hour and 34 minutes in 
1988. It is called EZ. There are a whole 
lot of Americans who do not believe it 
is easy. 

Complexity costs more than $100 bil-
lion a year in accounting fees and the 
value of taxpayers’ time to complete 
their returns. This is roughly equiva-
lent, Mr. Speaker, to what we spend to 
run the Departments of Education, 
Homeland Security, and State. Think 
of that. The dollars that we spend to 
fill out our forms are equal to what it 
costs us to run the State Department, 
the Department of Homeland Security, 
and the Department of Education. 

Not surprisingly, more Americans 
than ever rely on tax professionals, 56 
percent, in fact, compared to 48 percent 
just 14 years ago, in 1990. But even tax 
professionals cannot guarantee accu-
racy. The General Accounting Office 
recently found that 2 million taxpayers 
who used a preparer took the standard 
deduction when they would have been 
better off itemizing. That says some-
thing about our system and perhaps 
something about preparers. 

If the administrative burden does not 
convince people that the form is cru-
cial, the crisis in noncompliance surely 
should. The IRS has estimated that 
there is a $311 billion annual tax gap 
due to underreporting, underpayment, 
and nonfiling, $311 billion owed but not 
collected. What does that mean? That 
means that somebody has to pick up 
that slack. Frankly, today nobody is 
picking it up because we have a deficit 
larger than that $311 billion, which 
means, as the gentleman from Michi-
gan said earlier, that future genera-
tions are going to pick up that gap. 
They are going to pay that bill. And, in 
fact, all of us pay higher rates because 
too many pay not their fair share of 
that $311 billion. 

b 2245 

In March, Nancy Killefer, the chair-
woman of the IRS Oversight Board, 

told the House Committee on Ways and 
Means, ‘‘The IRS does not have the re-
sources needed to accomplish its mis-
sion.’’ 

Let me repeat that. ‘‘The IRS does 
not have the resources necessary to ac-
complish its mission.’’ What is its mis-
sion? To collect the revenues from each 
of us to pay for the government that 
we ask for. 

John Kennedy said that taxes were 
the price of freedom. That is correct. 
We have established an agency to col-
lect those revenues. Nancy Killefer 
says it does not have the resources to 
do so. She went on to say, ‘‘It con-
tinues to be out gunned and 
outmanned.’’ By whom? By those who 
want to avoid paying their fair share. 

That same month, Deputy Treasure 
Secretary Sam Bodman informed Con-
gress that the IRS intended to walk 
away from more than 2 million 
delinquents tax accounts last year that 
total nearly $16.5 billion dollars. 

What message does noncompliance 
and lack of enforcement send? What 
does it result in? For too many the an-
swer is clear, that it may pay to cheat. 
In fact, an IRS survey found last year 
that 17 percent of taxpayers, nearly 
one in five, believe it is acceptable to 
cheat, up from 11 percent just 4 years 
earlier. 

Now, just like the people who go into 
a store and they take something off the 
shelf, put it in their pocket and walk 
out and do not pay for it, guess who 
pays for that item? All of us who come 
behind and buy that product, because 
we build in the price of cheating. 

Well, there is no difference here. 
While more people believe that cheat-
ing is acceptable, fewer and fewer face 
audits. In 2003, individuals were au-
dited at a rate of 6.5 per 1,000 returns, 
and 75 percent of those were computer- 
generated, non-personal audits. Com-
pare that to the audit rate of 12.8 per-
cent in 1997, or even 9.9 percent in 1998, 
the year Congress passed tax reform 
legislation. Audits for business also are 
down, from three per 1,000 returns to 
two in 1,000 in 2003. 

Mr. Speaker, if they caught only two 
speeders out of every 1,000 speeders, 
what kind of enforcement would that 
be? What kind of constraint would 
there be to stay within the law? 

Leaders in the Republican Party 
have repeatedly proclaimed their com-
mitment to tax reform and simplifica-
tion. For example, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the House majority 
leader, stated in April 2001, ‘‘We are 
pushing forward with our campaign to 
reform the Tax Code. We are making it 
fairer, flatter, simpler and less burden-
some to the American people.’’ That is 
what the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) said in 2001. 

But the facts, Mr. Speaker, clearly 
demonstrate otherwise. Since 2001, Re-
publicans have made 227 changes to the 
Tax Code and added more than 10,000 
pages to the code in regulations. 

Mr. Speaker, I want the camera to go 
right to the end of my finger here. This 

is 10,000 pages. In 40 months, this is 
just 1⁄20th of those 10,000 pages, 500 
pages. That is the number of pages the 
Republican Party has added to the Tax 
Code and regulations in just the last 40 
months. 

Today on the floor, of course, we 
spent about an hour on tax simplifica-
tion. Wonderful. By the way, in passing 
that tax simplification, we added more 
pages to its complexity. 

We need to do better. We Democrats 
believe that we can do better, and we 
intend to do better. 

Additionally, the Republicans pro-
pose another 109 provisions in the FSC 
ETI bill, the bill that tries to fix the 
problem found in unfair competition in 
the WTO, the trade scenario. So we 
passed a bill to solve a $4 billion prob-
lem that cost us $150 billion, which we 
did not pay $35 billion of. That is the 
party that wants to make our code 
more simple, less complex, fairer. It 
was a grab-bag of special interest pro-
visions, just as most of these pages are 
as well. 

Just today, our Republican friends 
considered two bills as part of their tax 
reform and simplification week. But 
let us be honest. As I said, they spent 
40 months complicating the code. They 
devoted 40 minutes to making it sim-
pler. 

Today, there is an increasing momen-
tum among taxpayers for real reform. 
Mr. Speaker, Democrats will take the 
lead on this issue when we regain the 
House majority in November. We are 
going to make it simpler. We need to 
defuse the middle-class time bomb. We 
talk about it, but we have not acted on 
it, the Alternative Minimum Tax, 
which is no longer serving its purpose, 
at least not as intended. We need to 
take a hard look at looking toward a 
return-free income tax system, sim-
plify tax rules for small businesses, 
stop individuals and corporations from 
gaming the system and reform inter-
national tax laws that encourage 
American companies to move jobs 
overseas. 

The American people, Mr. Speaker, 
are acutely aware of the unnecessary 
complexity and dire need for real tax 
reform in America today. We Demo-
crats have been talking about that. 
When we are in charge, we are going to 
do it, not talk about it, as our friends 
in the Republican Party have done. 

The American people need, the Amer-
ican people deserve, a tax system that 
is simpler, fairer and more efficient. 

I want to look at some of these 
quotes. 

Newt Gingrich, 1997: ‘‘So we want to 
move towards a simpler Tax Code that 
takes less time to fill out, that is easi-
er for the American people.’’ 10,000 
pages since that time, and, indeed, 
more, added to the Tax Code. 

President Bush, March 17, 2001: 
‘‘Americans want our Tax Code to be 
reasonable and simple and fair. These 
are the goals that unite our country, 
and these are the goals that have 
shaped my plan.’’ 
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My plan? My plan? What plan? There 

has been no plan submitted to the Con-
gress of the United States. There is no 
plan in front of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to which the Presi-
dent referred. There has been no sim-
plification. There has just been these 
10,000 pages of additional special inter-
est provisions added to the code. No 
plan, Mr. President. But, then again, 
you only said that 40 months ago. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), a month after the President 
said his simplification plan was on its 
way: ‘‘Because of the Tax Code’s mind- 
numbing complexity, millions of hard- 
working men and women waste count-
less hours every April. We are pushing 
forward with our campaign to reform 
the Tax Code. We are making it fairer, 
flatter, simpler and less burdensome to 
the American people.’’ 

10,000 pages have been added to the 
Tax Code since the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) said he was bring-
ing us a fairer, simpler Tax Code. 

John Snow, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, this year: ‘‘The administra-
tion has made tax simplification a pri-
ority, and we look forward to working 
with Congress to achieve it. A simpler 
code is something we owe honest tax-
payers, and the worst thing of all for 
the tax cheat.’’ 

Amen, Mr. Secretary. Where is the 
plan? Nobody here has seen it. Is it in 
the Treasury Department? Is it in the 
White House? Or perhaps it is on its 
way down Pennsylvania Avenue. Where 
is the plan? 

Lastly, Scott McClellan, the Presi-
dent’s Press Secretary: ‘‘The President 
is committed to making the Tax Code 
more simple and fair.’’ February 2004. 

No plan, no fairness, no simple plan. 
10,000 additional pages. 

I now would like to yield to some of 
my colleagues to speak on particular 
aspects of how we can make this fairer, 
simpler and a better code. 

I yield to my friend the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT), a new Mem-
ber of Congress, but a veteran of 20 
years in the Georgia Senate and one of 
our most able legislators. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to discuss what in my opin-
ion is the absolute heaviest burden on 
the American people and the American 
family today, and that is this costly, 
confusing, complex and complicated 
Tax Code. 

I want to start my comments by 
commending our distinguished House 
Democratic Whip, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), for his steadfast 
leadership on this issue of the need for 
tax reform. I thank the gentleman for 
leading on this issue. He has not just 
started leading on this issue. He has 
been leading on this issue for a number 
of years. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that Ameri-
cans are double-taxed, and that the 
time and expense that it takes to file 
their taxes creates an additional cost 
to our taxpayers. 

The current Tax Code is riddled with 
confusion, complexities, ambiguities 

and unfairness of staggering mag-
nitude. We need to make drastic 
changes now. Our current Tax Code is 
beyond reason and basic common 
sense. 

For instance, the Federal income tax 
code has grown from 45,662 pages in 2001 
to 60,044 pages today. Mr. Speaker, at 
that rate, at that number of pages, it 
would take over a year just to read the 
current Tax Code, and that is only if 
you were reading an average of 1,215 
pages every week and doing it at least 
8 hours every day. That is absolutely 
incredible. 

Our four common tax forms, 1040 and 
Schedules A, B and D, take an esti-
mated 28 hours and 30 minutes to pre-
pare. As our distinguished leader point-
ed out, in 1988, when the IRS began 
tracking this information, the average 
paperwork burden was 17 hours and 17 
minutes. That is an increase of over 10 
hours in just 6 years. Unbelievable. 

Mr. Speaker, Alexander Hamilton, 
one of our great founders of this coun-
try, perhaps the primary architect of 
our taxing system and our first Sec-
retary of the Treasury, said, ‘‘In order 
for our Nation to succeed, our taxing 
system must be simple, literate and 
fair, and I tremble for the future of my 
country if we fail in this endeavor.’’ 
And I tremble indeed for the future of 
our country also, as Mr. Hamilton did 
200 years ago, if we fail to reform our 
Tax Code. 

Indeed, I predict a serious taxpayers’ 
revolt in the very near future because 
of complexity, because of expense, be-
cause of unfairness, if we do not move 
with haste now to reform the Tax Code. 

It now costs taxpayers $100 billion 
each year just in fees for our taxpayers 
just to complete their tax returns. In-
dividuals, businesses, tax exempt, pub-
lic-private entities, spend 6 billion 
hours each year just complying with 
the Tax Code. It is a loss to our econ-
omy and it is a loss to our produc-
tivity, and it is staggering. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, as an en-
trepreneur that has started a success-
ful business, as I have, as a small busi-
ness owner, I believe that tax reform 
proposals that simplify the Tax Code 
merit serious consideration, and to 
that end I am a cosponsor of H.R. 1783, 
the Freedom Flat Tax Act. 

Let me just tell you for a minute 
what this flat tax will do. It will take 
the complexity out of our Tax Code. It 
will ensure fairness by closing creative 
loopholes that allow some unscrupu-
lous persons to avoid paying their fair 
share of taxes. 
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This measure would phase in a flat 
tax over a 3-year period with a 19 per-
cent rate for the first 2 years and a 17 
percent rate in subsequent years, and 
it will allow for no deduction loop-
holes, but will allow for personal ex-
emptions, including a $5,300 exemption 
for each dependent. 

I do not believe that the flat tax is 
perfect, but at least it is a starting 

point to do 2 essential things: give our 
taxpayers back their time and give 
them back some of their money. That 
is what the American citizens are ask-
ing for. 

This current Tax Code is mesmer-
izing in its confusion and unfairness. 
For example, there are 5 different tax 
breaks for families with children: de-
pendency exemption, head of household 
filing status, the child tax credit, the 
child independent care tax credit, the 
EITC, and all 5 of these define a quali-
fying child differently. How confusing. 

Taxpayers overpay their taxes by an 
estimated $1 billion a year because 
they fail to claim itemized deductions, 
opting for the standard deduction in-
stead, according to the General Ac-
counting Office, because they say the 
Tax Code is too hard to understand. 

About one-quarter of taxpayers who 
are eligible for the earned income tax 
credit, which is designed to help the 
working poor, fail to claim it because 
they say it is too complicated. Our Tax 
Code is terrible. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot wait any 
longer. The time for tax reform is right 
now. We must not tinker around the 
edges of the Tax Code, but go right to 
the heart of the problem. The Amer-
ican people are depending upon us, and 
we Democrats must provide the way 
and the leadership on this critical issue 
of tax reform. The American people 
need and deserve a tax system that is 
simpler, fairer, and more efficient, just 
as the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) stated, and we must give it to 
them now. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments and 
for the passion that he brings to the ef-
fort to make this a simpler, fairer Tax 
Code for the welfare of our people, for 
small business, and all of those who 
must comply with a system that has 
become extraordinarily complicated. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a 
senior member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Maryland. 
This is an auspicious night tonight. 
The President had a dinner downtown 
and raised $25 million from some of his 
closest friends. In the recent motion 
picture, in talking to them, he said, 
some people say you are the elite, but 
I say you are my base. 

Well, we ought to talk about this 
man’s base. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, is that the movie in 
which the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT) starred? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
since 1994, when the Republicans cre-
ated a Contract With America and said 
that they would pull the Tax Code up 
by the roots and simplify it, this TOM 
DELAY Congress and its tax-writing 
committee have added another 10,000 
pages, which the minority whip has al-
ready pointed out, and lowered taxes 
on the most affluent among us. Over 
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the past 3 years, the Congress has 
watched 1 million jobs disappear, and 
what has it done? Well, first the Con-
gress passed out lavish tax breaks to 
the millionaires so that they could 
send more money to Wall Street. Sec-
ond, the House of Representatives sent 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means to Europe. While he 
was there, the Europeans said, because 
of the WTO’s ruling, you Americans 
need to change your tax structure to 
make it easier for European products 
to compete with American ones. How 
did the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means respond? He told the 
Europeans he would like to help them 
out, but that they should impose tar-
iffs on the American products first to 
get our attention. He thought that if 
they hit us, he could get something 
through the House. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, the Europeans 
are imposing a 9 percent tariff on 
American products exported to Europe, 
our largest trading partner. These tar-
iffs apply to some of our most sensitive 
products like agricultural goods that 
come from all across America, from 
Florida and from the Midwest. The Eu-
ropeans are imposing tariffs on paper 
and wood products that come from the 
Pacific Northwest and from the Amer-
ican south. Just last month, to appease 
the Europeans, the House and Senate 
passed a bill to hike up taxes on U.S. 
companies who export American-made 
products to foreign markets. At the 
same time the House and Senate low-
ered taxes for U.S. companies that op-
erate offshore. 

And what do other Republican lead-
ers have to say about this? Well, the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
came out here a few weeks ago and said 
he was happy that European tariffs 
were imposed, he was happy that this 
Congress was raising taxes on U.S. 
firms that operate in America, and he 
was happy that we were lowering taxes 
for U.S. firms that operate offshore. 
Check the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker. My colleagues will find I am 
right. This is not hyperbole. I am not 
making this up. This man stood right 
over there and said it. This is the offi-
cial RECORD as recorded by the House 
Clerk. 

Mr. Speaker, our tax structure is one 
of the most competitive in the devel-
oped world. Our effective corporate tax 
rate is among the lowest in the devel-
oped world. Let me say that again. Our 
effective corporate tax rate is among 
the lowest in the developed world. Only 
2 nations have lower effective tax rates 
than ours. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, despite 
the fact that we currently tax U.S. 
firms who operate overseas at a lower 
tax rate than those who operate on our 
own shore, the Republican Party has 
pushed through legislation in the 
House and Senate to again lower the 
tax rate that U.S. firms operating off-
shore will pay. 

This country has lost 1 million jobs, 
and many of those were lost because 

they simply moved offshore. It is 
cheaper to operate over there. That is 
why they went, and the tax structure is 
set up so that it is cheaper for compa-
nies to move offshore and leave the 
American worker behind without a job. 

The Republican Party’s response to 
an increasingly connected global econ-
omy has been to make our Tax Code 
more complex and to lower taxes for 
U.S. companies that decide to move 
their operations offshore. 

When is the Republican Congress 
going to do something right and some-
thing fair for the American people, Mr. 
Speaker? When is the Congress going 
to reform the Tax Code so U.S.-based 
firms are not put at a competitive dis-
advantage, compared to U.S. firms that 
move overseas? 

Since the Republicans took control 
of the congressional tax-writing com-
mittee on which I sit, U.S. firms have 
moved overseas, Americans have lost 
their jobs, and we spend more time 
than ever trying to figure out our 
taxes, because of the 10,000 pages they 
have added. 

Since the Republicans took control 
over the Department of the Treasury, 
the Federal Government finds itself in 
annual an $500 billion deficit. Now, 
that is real fiscal responsibility. We 
borrow nearly $500 billion every year 
from foreigners, from the Chinese, 
from the Saudis, from the Swiss. We 
are in hock to half the world. 

Does the Republican Party expect to 
control the Congress based on this 
record over the last decade, Mr. Speak-
er? If they do not make some changes 
pretty quick, and those 2 silly bills 
they brought out here today did abso-
lutely nothing to simplify; all they 
were was a piece of paper that said 
‘‘tax simplification’’ across the top and 
the body of the text did nothing, noth-
ing. There is not a single person in this 
country that will have an easier time 
on the 15th of next time because of the 
silly bills they passed out of here 
today. 

Luckily, we only have 105 more days 
to suffer under these people. We are 
going to have a change when the Demo-
crats take over this place. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Maryland for bringing 
this issue up and bringing it out here. 
It is late at night, but it is an issue 
that affects every single American, and 
the American people ought to know 
that we are thinking about it and want 
to change it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington State, 
a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for his remarks. And then 
that, of course, as the gentleman 
points out, is the purpose. The tax sim-
plification purpose of ours is not going 
to be just tonight, it was not just 3 
days ago when I gave a statement to 
the press and to others; it is a commit-
ment that we have for all Americans to 
make this a fairer, simpler system for 
them and their families, and for every 
small businessperson in America so 

that they can feel that we are not plac-
ing an extraordinary burden on them. 

Paying is burden enough. Compli-
cating the system and causing them 
hours and hours and costs to comply is 
too much for them to expect, and we 
need to change it, and we Democrats 
are going to change it. I thank the gen-
tleman from Washington for his re-
marks. 

I now am pleased to yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUAL), 
who has been very involved in our ef-
forts to focus on tax simplification and 
who is a leader in this effort. 

b 2310 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the leader for doing this, 
although again it is late at night; but 
many times when families have to fill 
out the 1040, these are the hours they 
are working at their kitchen table try-
ing to figure out what those stacks of 
paper mean, and so it behooves all of us 
to be here at this hour because it is 
very similar to what middle-class fami-
lies across America have to do when it 
comes to the Tax Code, and it requires 
countless hours; and I think if I am not 
mistaken in the last 10 years we have 
added about 71⁄2 hours to the average 
family’s hours that they are dedicating 
just to filling out the tax forms around 
April 15. 

Now, I have put together a proposal 
that would affect about 60 percent of 
the tax filers and get the form down to 
12 simple questions and eliminate 200 
pages of the code, about 2,000 adden-
dum pages, and it is called the sim-
plified family credit. It takes the 
earned income tax credit, which is for 
working people making the moderate 
income level, the per child tax credit, 
the dependent care and collapses them 
into a single family credit, eliminates 
200 some-odd pages of code, 12 ques-
tions. Also wacks the marriage penalty 
and deals with the AMT, which is a re-
gressive tax for families. 

And in my sense, that puts not the 
onus so much but the benefits of the 
Tax Code behind families at work who 
are trying to do right for their chil-
dren, and it would simplify the code 
but also reward those families who 
choose work over dependency. 

You make $50,000. You have two chil-
dren, this would be an additional $1,500 
cut to that family versus what Presi-
dent Bush has put in place, and it 
would do it by eliminating well over 
200 pages of the code. 

This code has become so complicated, 
the complexity has led to tremendous 
inequity in the code. 

Today we have about $311 billion, 
this is the lowest according to the IRS, 
of underreported or nonreported in-
come, mainly by the extremely well-off 
corporations and individuals, who 
through lawyers and accountants do 
not report income, and they use the 
code to disguise income. 

Well, nobody should pay more than 
they are supposed to pay, but the code 
is written now for those who can afford 
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lawyers and accountants to shelter and 
hide and disguise income. When the 
burdens of the rest of the funding of 
the government services, the burdens 
of paying their fair share are shifted 
more and more upon those who work 
for a living. $311 billion goes under-
reported or not reported or collected. 

That would wipe away well over half 
the deficit this year. We are going to 
have $450 billion. $311 billion would 
wipe it away. You could fund close to 
half the Americans who are seeking 
college assistance, aid for middle-class 
families to pay for college can still pay 
about $100 billion or $200 billion of the 
deficit. What simplifying the code 
would do is ensure that when you paid 
your taxes, you knew that people down 
the street, you knew that people on the 
other side of the tracks were paying 
their fair share, because today nobody 
believes that the others are paying 
their fair share, and we have a system 
that is corrosive. It is stacking the 
deck against ordinary American tax-
payers, and while the special interests 
win shelters and loopholes, middle- 
class families who play by the rules are 
now carrying the burden for those who 
do not report and do not pay their fair 
share. 

Others have mentioned this, but I do 
think it is worth noting, in the last 31⁄2 
years, this administration has had 
three tax cuts, and in that time they 
have added 10,000 pages to the code—326 
separate changes. They have added 
phase-ins and phase-outs and other 
gimmicks, sunsets to the code. All the 
while they have increased the burden 
of the Tax Code on those who work for 
a living and shifted the burden of those 
who earn money from capital invest-
ment, while if you work for a living, 
you are now paying more and getting 
less from this Tax Code. And it is high 
time we put the Tax Code not on the 
backs of the middle-class family but 
fighting for middle-class families, un-
derstands the obligations they have of 
meeting the needs of their children, 
and I think that the Bush Tax Code is 
a treasure chest full of loopholes and 
tax shelters for the special interests, 
and it has become a nightmare for mid-
dle-class families. 

As I mentioned earlier, 71⁄2 hours of 
additional time to fill out the tax re-
turns. The child tax credit now has five 
separate breaks. I think the last time, 
when you compare the earned income 
tax credit per child and the dependent 
care, it is close to 10 separate defini-
tions of children. Well, I have got 
three. They are all the same definition. 
They are sniveling and they bother you 
all the time. You do not need 12 defini-
tions of what a child is. You know what 
it is, and the code does not understand 
it; and it is clearly making it more 
complicated. 

Again, it has increased costs for fill-
ing out the form. We can do this. There 
is no reason for the Tax Code to be this 
way, but it was designed this way. That 
is the point that people need to under-
stand. The code as it exists today was 

designed for the special interests, was 
designed for those who can hire law-
yers and accountants to figure their 
way out of paying income, hiding in-
come, sheltering income, moving jobs 
overseas, moving corporations over-
seas, holding capital in a separate sub-
sidiary overseas. 

Do you know a family in America 
that has set up a subsidiary of their 
family in Bermuda to not pay taxes? If 
a family could figure out how to do 
that, they would figure out how to pay 
for college. They are struggling how to 
pay for college, yet corporations are 
setting up subsidiaries in Bermuda not 
to pay their fair share of tax and the 
burden shifts on the middle-class fami-
lies. 

We need to take this Tax Code and 
ensure that the middle-class families, 
that it is fair to them, it is simple, you 
do not have to have a family dispute to 
fill out the tax form, and deal with 
that that is on that table. It is not fair. 
It is not right. We can do better. And 
so I applaud the efforts today, as 
Democrats put together the ideas of 
simplifying the code and making sure 
it reflects the values and the interests 
of our middle class. 

I offer my idea of a simplified family 
credit that would affect 60 percent of 
the taxpayers and reduce the tax form 
down to 12 easy questions, and it would 
be right for them. It would be right for 
their children. And, again, it would en-
sure the most important thing, that 
everybody have a sense that everybody 
is paying their fair share. And today 
we do not have that sense, and we end 
up with $311 billion of people who are 
cheating the system and cheating the 
country of their obligation, and there-
fore shifting the burden to the rest of 
us who pay our fair share. That is 
wrong, and we can do better. 

And, again, I applaud you for holding 
this and again reminding people that 
Democrats have an idea of massive tax 
reform, a big idea that would change 
the way we do things and it would be 
good for the economy, not only be fair 
to middle-class families. It would lead 
to a more productive economy, and it 
would make sure also the entre-
preneurs and small businesses were 
treated correctly in our code. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
want to thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL) for his contribu-
tion tonight, but more importantly, for 
his contribution to spurring the effort 
of tax simplification and tax fairness 
for middle-class Americans, but I 
would suggest to him that those fami-
lies, of course, cannot site an offshore 
post office box and therefore avoid 
taxes. But to some degree, we ourselves 
have created 10,000 pages in which 
Americans normally look to how do I 
reduce my obligation in taxes. That is 
a normal thing for people to do, and 
the fact that we have made it so com-
plicated allows some people to take ad-
vantage of loopholes that perhaps were 
not contemplated but exist; and the 
unfairness then is not only to our 

working-class, middle-class families 
but also to those competitors of theirs 
who do not take advantage of those 
loopholes, who keep jobs in America, 
who are paying their fair share of taxes 
here in America. 

So tax fairness is not only tax fair-
ness in terms of middle-class taxpayers 
but, frankly, all taxpayers so they can 
have the confidence that their liability 
based upon the income that they make 
will be proportionately the same as 
their competitor, as their fellow cit-
izen. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to another 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, extraordinarily able member of 
our caucus, who does an extraordinary 
job in focusing on fairness to working 
families, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SANDLIN). 

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I first 
off want to thank the distinguished mi-
nority whip for his leadership of the 
entire United States Congress on the 
issue of tax simplification and fairness, 
an issue that affects every working 
family in America. 

b 2320 

Just last week our whip said, ‘‘Taken 
individually, of course, nearly all of 
the tax preferences that clutter the 
code can be rationalized. Collectively, 
however, they are a jumble of confu-
sion that leads to unfairness.’’ 

That is certainly being kind. So we 
appreciate all that the whip is doing to 
lead not just our caucus but the entire 
Congress in this issue that affects us 
all. 

For more than 10 years, my friends 
on the other side of the aisle have 
made tax reform and simplification a 
cornerstone of the economic program. 
However, for all of their expertise, or 
maybe all of their obsession, they seem 
to have fallen far short. 

In Texas we would say that the 
record strongly suggests that on tax 
issues the Republican majority is ‘‘all 
hat and no cattle.’’ The Republican 
majority talks a lot about giving the 
American people their money back. We 
all agree on that. We all agree that the 
American people are better stewards of 
their own money than is the govern-
ment. However, the Republican tax 
themes and schemes have the perverse 
effect of taking from Peter to pay 
Paul, and in virtually every instance, 
the middle-class Peter is paying the 
millionaire Paul. 

Middle-class families are feeling a se-
rious pinch from the economy. Ten 
years ago they had no problem making 
their house and car payments, putting 
food on the table or sending their kids 
to college. Ten years ago, more likely 
than not, they had a stable and secure 
job in America, not China, not India, 
and they had benefits like health insur-
ance and a pension that they took for 
granted. Faded memories, how they 
linger. 

Ten years later and 10 years into the 
Republican contract on America, those 
same families are getting the squeeze. 
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Foreclosures and personal bankruptcy 
are at record levels in this country. 
Consumer debt has a stranglehold on 
the average American family. Tuition 
is skyrocketing while student aid is 
being cut year in and year out. Secure 
employment with health insurance and 
a pension has been replaced with re-
duced pay and no benefits. 

Just ask yourselves, are things get-
ting better or worse? Do you have more 
money for your family or do you have 
less? The middle class is hurting, but 
where is Congress? 

While the Republican majority is 
cutting student aid while talking about 
the importance of education in the 21st 
century marketplace, the middle class 
is getting squeezed out. The Repub-
lican majority refuses to fully fund the 
centerpiece of President Bush’s edu-
cation policy, No Child Left Behind, 
while handing out annual $100,000 tax 
cuts to individuals making $1 million 
or more per year in income. 

We have passed permanent exten-
sions of the child tax credits and mar-
riage penalty relief, but to no avail. 
And why is that? What the Republican 
majority knows, but apparently does 
not want to talk about, is how its fail-
ure to enact meaningful reform of the 
alternative minimum tax has the per-
verse effect of eliminating, that is 
eliminating any benefit middle-class 
families would realize from the en-
hanced child tax credit and marriage 
penalty relief. 

My friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL) 
has devoted untold hours to devising a 
reasonable solution to the AMT prob-
lem, but the Republican majority abso-
lutely refuses to fix this serious and 
enormous problem which Nina Olson, 
the IRS’ National Taxpayer Advocate, 
labeled the most serious problem faced 
by American taxpayers. 

The alternative minimum tax was 
enacted in the late 1960s and was de-
signed to affect only the wealthiest 
Americans as it was explained earlier 
tonight by the minority whip, and in 
the interest of time, I am not going 
into that. However, the reality is far 
from that ideal. 

For most of its existence, the AMT 
has affected few taxpayers, less than 1 
percent in any year before 2000, but its 
impact is expected to grow rapidly in 
the next few years and affect more 
than 20 percent of the taxpayers by the 
year 2010, many of them middle-class 
taxpayers. Call it what you will. It is a 
Republican tax increase, that is what 
it is. 

So I ask you, where is the solution? 
The gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. NEAL) offered one, maybe there 
are others, but the Republican major-
ity prefers the status quo just as it is 
today. 

What does the status quo foretell for 
America? Twenty percent of all tax-
payers and 40 percent of married cou-
ples will owe AMT in 2010. This again is 
a Republican income tax increase on 
the American public. And where is the 

fairness? While only about 30 percent of 
taxpayers with an adjusted gross in-
come over $500,000 will pay the AMT in 
2010, in comparison, two-thirds of 
American taxpayers with an adjusted 
gross income between $50,000 and 
$100,000 will have AMT liability in 2010, 
two-thirds, again, a Republican tax in-
crease on the middle class. 

Taxpayers with an AGI between 
$100,000 and $250,000 will be hit the 
hardest by the AMT. In 2010, over 90 
percent of those individuals will have 
AMT liability. So despite the sym-
bolism of passing marriage penalty re-
lief and other relief, the Republican 
majority’s refusal to meaningfully re-
form the AMT eliminates most of the 
benefits for middle-class families, to-
tally eliminating them. And not only 
does it eliminate the benefits, it passes 
on increased tax liabilities to Amer-
ican working families. 

You can call it Ray or you can call it 
Jay, but whatever you call it, it is a 
Republican income tax increase on the 
working class in America. 

I thank the whip again for his fine 
work on this issue, and we appreciate 
his leadership. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) for his com-
ments and very important observa-
tions. 

Clearly he is correct. We need to not 
talk about simplification; we need to 
do simplification. We need to do fair-
ness so that the American public is 
better served by their system and bet-
ter able to support themselves and 
their families. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ), a member 
of the very important Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. It is a pleasure 
joining the gentleman on such an im-
portant topic. It may be late at night, 
as someone observed, but I think most 
American families, they are used to 
staying up late right before April 15. 
And as a matter of fact, people get ex-
tensions, so I think there will be other 
late nights because no one is going to 
go through 10,000 pages looking for the 
answer unless they have a lawyer or an 
accountant. 

The Democrats do not have a monop-
oly on this particular issue. What I do 
believe we have is a sincere interest in 
doing something about it. A very dis-
tinguished colleague of ours who hap-
pens to have a seat on the other side of 
the aisle recently stated, ‘‘We have 
been here long enough. We had better 
deliver a simplified Tax Code. I think 
this should be a centerpiece of reform 
for congressional Republican can-
didates. Instead of tax cuts, we should 
be talking tax simplification.’’ 

Now, those are words. They were in 
the majority. They could make it hap-
pen. But it is not happening. So where-
in lies the problem? It is all talk. 

Let me read something to you which 
I have always found interesting. I cut 
this article out 2 years ago because I 

thought it was so incredibly demon-
strative of plain words lacking real in-
tention and action. We were looking at 
that time, or the administration was 
looking for a commissioner to head the 
Internal Revenue Service. They hired a 
firm, a head-hunting firm to proceed 
with the search. This was the ad. 

‘‘Our firm has been awarded the as-
signment by the Department of Treas-
ury through Secretary O’Neill and a 
Presidential oversight board to iden-
tify possible candidates to become the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
Service. From this list the Secretary 
will recommend to the President indi-
viduals for his nomination to the 
United States Senate for confirma-
tion.’’ 

This is the part that I enjoy. ‘‘The in-
dividual does not need to have any in- 
depth exposure to the tax system or 
code.’’ They need not understand the 
problem. They need not understand the 
code. But what was the most important 
thing the administration was looking 
for? Here it is. ‘‘As an appointee of the 
President, he or she is expected to fully 
support the President’s position and 
his administration’s position.’’ 

You are going to get your marching 
orders from the administration, which 
means you are not going to simplify 
anything. I think someone said earlier 
tonight that the President may be 
viewing as his base those individuals 
that find aid and comfort in 10,000 
pages of complex legislation, that does 
not inure to the benefit of the average 
American. 

b 2330 
Speakers before me pointed out I 

think a real basic tenet in our democ-
racy. Everybody will do their own fair 
share, including the payment of taxes. 

According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, actual corporate income tax rev-
enues fell 36 percent from fiscal year 
2000 to 2003, 3 years, 36 percent drop. 

From 1996 to 2000, 95 percent of cor-
porations paid than less 5 percent of 
their income in taxes. From 1996 to 
2000, 60 percent of U.S.-based corpora-
tions paid no corporate tax at all. 
Among large corporations, those with 
sales of more than $50 million or assets 
of at least $250 million, 33 to 45 percent 
paid no taxes. Do you know why? 
Therein, somewhere in those 10,000 
pages, we allowed this to exist today. 

Warren Buffet declared, ‘‘If class war-
fare is being waged in America, my 
class is clearly winning.’’ 

This is not an anti-business message. 
The Democratic Party and the policies 
and agenda and philosophy is pro-busi-
ness. All we can ask is that everyone 
carry an equal burden and make their 
equal contribution. That is not so un-
fair. That is as American as anything 
that exists in any political philosophy. 

The leader touched on what is hap-
pening within the IRS and how his 
hands are tied because of obviously fis-
cal constraints and policy. The IRS 
says that its number of corporate au-
dits has declined because of the explo-
sive growth in tax shelters which allow 
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companies to take advantage of com-
plex tax code provisions. In other 
words, the increasingly complex tax 
code has made it more difficult for the 
IRS to go after corporate tax evaders. 
In the meantime, middle class families 
remain open and increasing targets for 
the audits. 

To quote David Keating, of the con-
servative National Taxpayers Union, 
‘‘If we had simpler tax laws, it would 
be simpler for taxpayers to follow and 
simpler for the IRS to enforce and ad-
minister.’’ 

I recognize we are running out of 
time, but to give my colleague a clear 
example of what we have contained in 
those 10,000 pages, unknown to most of 
the average taxpayers is section 179. 
What is section 179? I am going to read 
you from an article that appeared in 
the Washington Post on September 26, 
2003. 

This is a sales representative for 
Hummer of Alaska. You know what 
Hummer is, the huge car. Allow me to 
introduce you to a fabulous oppor-
tunity, he writes in a prominent letter, 
a tax loophole so big you can drive a 
Hummer H2 through it. Imagine being 
able to purchase the number one large, 
luxury SUV in America today and re-
ceive a deduction for the entire pur-
chase amount from your taxes this 
year. How is this possible, the sales-
man asks? Thanks to the Bush admin-
istration’s recent economic stimulus 
package, small businesses and the self- 
employed are eligible to deduct the en-
tire purchase cost of new equipment up 
to $100,000 the year of the purchase. 

Now, we need to remind our col-
leagues, these provisions are supposed 
to help farmers and small business 
owners buy equipment to transport 
merchandise and haul equipment. No 
matter. 

The letter continues: The Hummer 
H2 qualifies for this IRS section 179 de-
duction by its gross vehicle weight of 
over 6,000 pounds. Cars and medium- 
sized SUVs do not qualify for this de-
duction. If you are seriously consid-
ering acquisition of a new vehicle, step 
up to the vehicle that can take you 
where you want to be, financially and 
otherwise. 

It does not stop there, because I will 
tell my colleague, you can go out and 
buy a Porsche SUV for about $90,000, 
and it will qualify for section 179 in 
those 10,000 pages that some taxpayer 
gets to write off in that 1 year to drive 
that luxury vehicle. 

I do want to remind my colleagues 
that someone on the Democratic side 
has introduced legislation to correct 
that. It will never see the light of day 
because we are not in the majority. 
That is what we are talking about. We 
have already talked about the different 
tax breaks for families that they could 
figure out. 

Taxpayers overpay their taxes by an 
estimated $1 billion a year because 
they fail to claim itemized deductions. 
How many taxpayers actually go 
through the trouble of figuring the 

code out so they can itemize? About 
one-third of taxpayers who are eligible 
for the earned income tax credit which 
is designed to help the working poor 
fail to claim it because it is too com-
plicated. It is so complicated that tax 
preparers are responsible for nearly 70 
percent of the errors and overclaims on 
returns. The people that are supposed 
to know the business cannot figure it 
out. 

I will leave you with one thought. 
Time is money. Simplification does 
translate into savings and responsi-
bility and sharing the tax burden 
equally. Time is money, and I say this 
to the American taxpayer. It is your 
time and it is your money, and you de-
serve a heck of a lot better treatment. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments and 
his very important contribution to this 
discussion. 

In closing, let me say that we are 
committed to working, not only on our 
side of the aisle but working with our 
Republican colleagues as well, towards 
simplifying this code, making it fairer, 
reducing these 10,000 pages so that the 
anomalies of which the gentleman 
from Texas just spoke in terms of the 
deduction for the Hummer and for the 
Porsche will not make our tax code un-
fair so that the average working Amer-
ican who goes to work every day, and 
as Bill Clinton said, plays by the rules, 
will not have an undue tax burden 
placed upon them because so many oth-
ers take advantage of one of the loop-
holes included in these 10,000 pages and 
do not pay their fair share. 

That is not fair. That is not good tax 
policy. That is not good for America. 
So we are pledged as Democrats, as 
Americans, as Members of this House 
sent up by our neighbors here to rep-
resent them, to work unceasingly and 
tirelessly on making this code simpler, 
making it fairer, making it more effi-
cient, making for a better code, a bet-
ter America. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Pursuant to clause 
12(a) of rule I, the Chair declares the 
House in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 38 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

9267. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to Taiwan 
pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended, pursuant 
to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

9268. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 

States, transmitting a report on trans-
actions involving U.S. exports to Hungary, 
The Netherlands, Mexico, China, The United 
Arab Emirates and various other countries 
pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended, pursuant 
to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

9269. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Credit Union Administration, transmitting 
the 2003 Annual Report of the National Cred-
it Union Administration, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 1752a(d); to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

9270. A letter from the Executive Secre-
tariat, Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting the 2003 Annual Report of 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 797(d); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

9271. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Safety Standards for Cigarette Lighters; Ad-
justed Customs Value for Cigarette Lighters 
— received July 12, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9272. A letter from the Attorney, NHTSA, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Defect and 
Noncompliance Responsibility and Reports 
Defect on Noncompliance Notification 
[Docket No. NHTSA-2004-18341] (RIN: 2127- 
AG27) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9273. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Arlington, The Dalles, 
Moro, Fossil, Astoria, Gladstone, Portland, 
Tillamook, Coos Bay, Springfield-Eugene, 
Manzanita and Hermiston, Oregon, and Cov-
ington, Trout Lake, Shoreline, Bellingham, 
Forks, Hoquiam, Aberdeen, Walla Walla, 
Kent, College Place, Long Beach and Ilwaco, 
Washington) [MB Docket No. 02-136; RM- 
10458; RM-10663; RM-10667; RM-10668] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9274. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations (Jackson, Mis-
sissippi) [MM Docket No. 01-43; RM-10041] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9275. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations. (Amboy, Baker, and Desert Center, 
California; Kingman, Mohave Valley, 
Parker, and Seligman, Arizona; and Boulder 
City, Caliente, Henderson, and Pahrump, Ne-
vada) [MB Docket No. 02-124; RM-10446] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9276. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Ponce, Puerto 
Rico) [MB Docket No. 04-78; RM-10866] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 
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9277. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 

Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Roswell, New 
Mexico) [MB Docket No. 04-16; RM-10840] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9278. A letter from the Legal Advisor to 
Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Amendment of Section 
73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Digital Tele-
vision Broadcast Stations. (Anniston, Ala-
bama) [MB Docket No. 03-229; RM-10795] re-
ceived July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9279. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, International Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Mitigation of Or-
bital Debris [IB Docket No. 02-54] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9280. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Newcastle, Pine Haven, 
Warren AFB, Centennial, Casper, Wright, 
Douglas, and Kaycee, Wyoming, Rapid City, 
South Dakota, and Gehring and Scottsbluff, 
Nebraska) [MB Docket No. 03-258; RM-10833; 
RM-10864] received July 15, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9281. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Boradcast Stations. (Tullahoma, Tennessee, 
and New Market, Alabama) [MB Docket No. 
03-244; RM-10825] received July 15, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

9282. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Sierra Vista and Corona 
de Tuscon, Arizona) [MB Docket No. 03-141; 
RM-10703] received July 15, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9283. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the 
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Dinosaur and Rangley, 
Colorado, Franklin and Preston, Idaho, Bea-
ver, COalville, Elsinore, Manila, Monroe, 
Nelphi, Richfield, Smithfield and 
Tremonton, Utah, and Fort Bridger, Green 
River, Lyman, Rock Springs, Saratoga and 
Wamsutter, Wyoming) [MB Docket No. 02- 
290; RM-10527; RM-10772; RM-10773] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9284. A letter from the Associate Buerau 
Chief, Enforcement Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 1.80(b) of the Commission’s Rules; 
Adjustment of Forfeiture Maxima to Reflect 
Inflation — received July 15, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9285. A letter from the AMD — Perform-
ance Eval. & Records Mgmt., Federal Com-

munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Assessment and 
Collection of Regulatory Fees for Fiscal 
Year 2004 [MD Docket No. 04-73] received 
July 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9286. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Commission, Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Free Annual File Disclosures (RIN: 3084- 
AA94) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9287. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of Navy’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer 
and Acceptance (LOA) to Japan for defense 
articles and services (Transmittal No. 04-19), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

9288. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification of 
a proposed manufacturing license agreement 
for the manufacture of significant military 
equipment abroad with Canada and Australia 
(Transmittal No. DDTC 048-04), pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9289. A letter from the Paralegal, District 
of Columbia Retirement Board, transmitting 
the personal financial disclosure statements 
of Board members, pursuant to D.C. Code 
section 1—732 and 1—734(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

9290. A letter from the Federal Co-Chair, 
Appalachian Regional Commission, trans-
mitting the semiannual report on the activi-
ties of the Office of Inspector General for the 
period October 1, 2003, through March 31, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. 
Act) section 8G(h)(2); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9291. A letter from the Chair, CPB Board of 
Directors, Corporation of Public Broad-
casting, transmitting the semiannual report 
of the Office of the Inspector General for the 
period ending March 31, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9292. A letter from the Personnel Manage-
ment Specialist, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va-
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

9293. A letter from the Acting Assistant to 
the Secretary for Policy, Planning, and Pre-
paredness, Department of Veterans Affairs, 
transmitting in accordance with Pub. L. 105- 
270, the Federal Activities Inventory Reform 
Act of 1998 (FAIR Act), the Department’s in-
ventory of commerical activities for cal-
endar year 2003; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

9294. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel and Designated Reporting Official, 
Office of National Drug Control Policy, Ex-
ecutive Office of the President, transmitting 
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies 
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9295. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s report entitled, ‘‘Federal Student Loan 
Repayment Program FY 2003,’’ pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 5379(a)(1)(B) Public Law 106–398, sec-
tion 1122; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

9296. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s report on law enforcement classifica-
tion, pay, and benefits, pursuant to Public 
Law 108–196, section 2(b); to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 

9297. A letter from the Architect of the 
Capitol, transmitting a report discussing the 

AOC’s activities to improve worker safety 
during the first and second quarters of FY04, 
pursuant to the directives issued in the 107th 
Congress First Session, House of Representa-
tives Report Number 107-169; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

9298. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft bill ‘‘To 
modify the boundary of the Barataria Unit of 
Jean Lafitte National Historical Park and 
Preserve, and for other purposes’’; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

9299. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General for Legislative Affairs, Department 
of Justice, transmitting a report entitled 
‘‘U.S. Government Efforts to Combat Traf-
ficking in Persons in Fiscal Year 2003,’’ pur-
suant to Public Law 108–193, section 6(a); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9300. A letter from the Attorney, National 
Council on Radiation Protection and Meas-
urements, transmitting the 2003 Annual Re-
port of independent auditors who have au-
dited the records of the National Council on 
Radiation Protection and Measurements, a 
federally chartered corporation, pursuant to 
36 U.S.C. 4514; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

9301. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Management, Office of Regulation Pol-
icy and Management, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Exceptions to Definition of Date 
of Receipt Based on Natural or Man-made 
Disruption of Normal Business Practices 
(RIN: 2900-AL12) received July 16, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

9302. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Administrative Simplification 
of Section 481(a) Adjustment Periods in Var-
ious Regulations [TD 9131] (RIN: 1545-BB47) 
received June 24, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

9303. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Changes in Use under Section 168(i)(5) [TD 
9132] (RIN: 1545-BB05) received June 24, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9304. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Coordinated Issue: Credit for In-
creasing Research Activities — Qualified Re-
search Expenses — received June 24, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9305. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Determination of Issue Price in the Case 
of Certain Debt Instruments Issued for Prop-
erty (Rev. Rul. 2004-66) received June 24, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9306. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Br., Internal Rev-
enue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Return of information as to pay-
ments of $600 or more (Rev. Proc. 2004-43) re-
ceived July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

9307. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Rules applicable with respect to 
distributions of money and other property 
(Rev. Rul. 2004-79) received July 14, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9308. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
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Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Exchange of Stock and Securi-
ties in Certain Reorganizations (Rev. Rul. 
2004-78) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9309. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Income Affected By Treaty (Rev. Rul. 
2004-76) received July 14, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9310. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
& Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Au-
thority to Make Credits or Refunds (Rev. 
Rul. 2004-71) received July 14, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

9311. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft bill ‘‘To 
authorize the transfer of administrative ju-
risdiction of land between the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of Transpor-

tation at the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway in McLean, Virginia, and for other 
purposes’’; jointly to the Committees on Re-
sources and Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

9312. A letter from the Assistant Secertary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft bill ‘‘To 
implement the Agreement on Conservation 
and Management of the Alaska-Chukotka 
Polar Bear Population’’; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Resources, Ways and Means, 
International Relations, and the Judiciary. 

N O T I C E 

Incomplete record of House proceedings. 
Today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
God of our fathers and mothers, who 

surrounds us with shields of grace, 
mercy, and peace, thank You for our 
national and world leaders. Shower 
them with wisdom. Give them faith to 
exercise responsible stewardship of 
Your many blessings and an abiding 
awareness of their accountability to 
You. Remind them that abundance 
must be used unselfishly and that we 
enter the grave with empty hands. 

Inspire our lawmakers today with a 
love that comes from a pure heart, a 
good conscience, and a sincere faith. 
Strengthen them in their work to wage 
the good fight against freedom’s en-
emies. Bless all who labor with them. 
May the harvest of our work enable the 
people of our global village to lead 
peaceful and quiet lives that are pleas-
ing to You. Give us Your peace at all 
times in every way. 

Amen. 
f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the acting majority 
leader. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 

today following the 90-minute period 
for morning business, the Senate will 
resume consideration of the Morocco 
free-trade agreement. The agreement 
reached last night provides for a vote 
on final passage to occur at 11:30 this 
morning. 

As a reminder, last night the major-
ity leader filed a cloture motion on the 
nomination of Henry Saad to be U.S. 
Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit. 
That vote will occur tomorrow. We ex-
pect debate today on the Saad nomina-
tion, as well as other pending judicial 
nominations. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
DEMOCRATIC LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

f 

DOING RIGHT BY AMERICA 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, in just 

over 100 days, the American people will 
make an historic and fateful decision. 
They will decide whether we stay the 
course we are on or move our country 
in a new and better direction. 

As I have traveled around South Da-
kota and the Nation, I have heard a lot 
about the hopes and dreams Americans 
have for their families. I have listened 
to ranchers and farmers, teachers and 
mothers, police officers and fire-
fighters. I am always humbled by the 
honesty of their message. 

Families in South Dakota and across 
our Nation aren’t asking for special 
deals or special advantage. All they 
want is a fair opportunity on a level 
playing field. They want to know that 
there is only one set of rules, and that 
the game isn’t rigged against them. 
Most of all, they want to know that as 
we make decisions affecting the future 
of our country, our first priority is 
doing right by America. 

If a policy isn’t going to make us 
stronger and safer, if it is not going to 

expand opportunity and put common 
sense ahead of ideology, then it is not 
doing right by America. 

Doing right by America rejects the 
defeatist view that we have enough 
money to rebuild Iraq, but not enough 
resources to take care of America. 

At its heart, doing right by America 
means fulfilling our moral responsi-
bility—together—to create a better fu-
ture for our children and grand-
children. It is a simple value that 
Americans have always lived by, but it 
has been pushed aside these last 4 
years. Boardroom priorities have 
crowded out kitchen-table needs, and 
special interests—like Enron, Halli-
burton, and the giant oil companies— 
have undermined our common purpose. 
Years of progress in spreading oppor-
tunity for regular Americans has been 
turned on its head. 

We are all proud that America is a 
place of great wealth and success. But 
the genius of America has never been 
just the ability of the rich to get rich-
er. The true genius of America has al-
ways been the promise that all Ameri-
cans who work hard and play by the 
rules will have the opportunity to suc-
ceed. 

The promise of opportunity is what 
inspired my grandparents, and tens of 
millions of other immigrants, to start 
a new life here. And nearly every day, 
I hear a new story that reminds me 
that my most important responsibility 
is defending the opportunity of regular 
Americans to build a better life for 
themselves and their children. 

Middle-class families deserve an op-
portunity to compete for good jobs 
that reward work. They deserve an op-
portunity to send their children to 
good schools, and then on to good col-
leges and universities, without busting 
the family budget. They deserve an op-
portunity to purchase health insurance 
at a reasonable price so they can see a 
doctor—one they choose—when they 
are sick or injured, and so they can fill 
a prescription if their doctor writes 
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one. They deserve the opportunity to 
be safe—safe in their communities and 
safe in their homes. And, after a life-
time of hard work and years of paying 
into Social Security, they deserve the 
opportunity to retire with dignity and 
security. 

That is not a lot to ask. But in some 
ways, it is everything. Widening the 
circle of opportunity and prosperity— 
year after year, decade after decade—is 
what makes America great. It is our 
heritage, and it must be our legacy. 

But today, those with power often 
seem to have lost sight of this funda-
mental value and the difference be-
tween right and wrong. We saw that a 
few months ago, when a major tele-
communications company gave one of 
its executives a severance package 
worth more than $8 million. This exec-
utive had worked there for only 7 
months, and he was leaving because he 
hadn’t done his job well. As the com-
pany handed the failed executive his $8 
million check, it handed out something 
else to 12,000 of its rank-and-file work-
ers: pink slips. That is not doing right. 

Around that same time, a man I have 
known for years called my office. His 
name is Brad Besler. He is 47 and a 
fourth-generation rancher in western 
South Dakota. He and his wife, Fern, 
have five children—four have grad-
uated from college, and the youngest is 
still in grade school. Brad called my of-
fice because South Dakota is entering 
its fifth straight year of drought and 
he is worried. Two years ago, the 
drought was so bad, and trying to sur-
vive it was so stressful, that he suf-
fered a stroke that left him blind in 
one eye. A few months ago, he had an-
other stroke. 

If the drought is anywhere near as 
bad this year, he says he will have to 
sell his entire herd of cattle—the only 
income his family has. If that happens, 
he will have to drop his family’s health 
insurance, which runs $896 a month. 

He is trying desperately to avoid that 
because—with a blind eye, a bad back, 
and a history of strokes—he knows 
that if he loses his coverage, it will be 
next to impossible for him to ever get 
health insurance again. 

Listening to Brad Besler, two things 
strike you. The first is his incredible 
courage and willingness to work hard 
to support his family. The second is 
that Brad’s government seems to have 
forgotten about him. 

We are not doing right by Brad 
Besler. And in my view, we are not 
doing right by America when we hand 
over millions to a lucky few who al-
ready have so much, while ignoring the 
real needs of those who are working so 
hard and so honestly. 

But that is exactly what is happening 
in America today. There is an ever 
growing list of government policies 
that reward wealth, not work. That is 
not an accident; it is a conscious 
choice. 

With Republicans in control of the 
entire Federal Government, it often 
seems as if their leaders are trying to 

narrow the circle of opportunity and 
prosperity in America. And they have 
put the needs of middle-class families 
on the back burner. 

We see that even as the economy 
slowly improves. Corporations reap 
most of the benefits, while regular 
workers continue to struggle. In fact, 
during this recovery, corporations have 
gotten twice their normal share of the 
increase in national income, while 
workers have received their lowest 
share in over 50 years. 

As the chief economist at Merrill 
Lynch observed: ‘‘We’ve had a redis-
tribution of income to the corporate 
sector.’’ 

Or as Warren Buffett, one of the 
wealthiest men in America, put it: ‘‘If 
there’s class warfare going on, my class 
is winning.’’ 

That isn’t good for most American 
families, and it isn’t doing right by 
America. 

We can do better, and we have done 
better. During the Clinton administra-
tion, America created 21 million new 
private-sector jobs. Now, just 4 years 
later, the Bush administration is on 
track to have the worst job-creation 
record since the Great Depression. 

During the first 21⁄2 years of the Bush 
administration, we lost over 3 million 
private-sector jobs. And although the 
economy has finally started to recover 
some jobs in recent months, the new 
jobs pay, on average, 13 percent less 
than the jobs they are replacing. 

As a result, too many average fami-
lies are losing ground, even as they 
work harder and harder. And to make 
matters worse, the Bush administra-
tion continues to demand that millions 
of employees lose their right to over-
time pay. 

Since President Bush took office, 
real weekly earnings for average Amer-
icans have not grown at all—but their 
expenses have soared. Gas prices have 
gone up 23 percent; college tuition has 
gone up 28 percent; and health care pre-
miums have gone up 36 percent. 

And while the middle class is getting 
squeezed, huge corporations are grow-
ing rich. While consumers are strug-
gling with record gas prices, Chevron- 
Texaco is reporting record profits. 
While family incomes have stagnated, 
overall corporate profits have risen by 
more than 50 percent. 

A generation ago, the average Amer-
ican CEO made about 50 times more 
than the average worker. Now, thanks 
to bad policies and even worse values, 
the average CEO makes 300 times more 
than the average worker. 

That is just not right. And unless we 
change course, it is going to get worse. 

Instead of fighting to keep good jobs 
here, Republican leaders in Washington 
are using tax breaks to reward compa-
nies for shipping jobs overseas. Busi-
nesses are walking jobs out of the 
country, and the government is holding 
the door for them. 

A few months ago, President Bush’s 
top economic adviser told us that send-
ing jobs overseas ‘‘is probably a plus 

for the economy, in the long run. The 
President believes this.’’ 

The President also seems to believe 
it is okay to send millions of dollars in 
unemployment pay to former Iraqi sol-
diers, while denying help to American 
workers whose jobs have been shipped 
overseas. 

That is doing wrong by America. 
As the election nears, the President’s 

economic team has been grasping for 
ways to make a bad economy sound 
good. To deal with the loss of more 
than 2 million manufacturing jobs, 
they floated the idea of redefining 
‘‘manufacturing jobs’’ to include fast- 
food workers preparing Big Macs and 
Whoppers. Manufacturing once meant 
building cars or fabricating steel for 
good wages. Now the Bush administra-
tion says it might mean putting a 
burger on a bun for minimum wage. 

That is not being straight with 
America. 

And we are not doing right by Amer-
ica by running up trillions in new debt 
and pretending it is not a problem. 

During the Clinton administration, 
we turned huge deficits into record sur-
pluses. Now, just 4 years later, $5 tril-
lion of expected surpluses have turned 
into $3 trillion of new debt. As a result, 
we are giving our children something 
they don’t want and don’t deserve: a 
$25,000 birth tax. That is the share of 
our national debt owed by every child 
in America. My two grandchildren both 
inherited that debt the moment they 
were born. 

It wasn’t long ago that Republicans 
came to Washington promising fiscal 
discipline. Instead of keeping that 
promise, they have taken us on a 4- 
year fiscal binge that has squandered 
record budget surpluses and created 
record budget deficits. 

In 2000, Republican leaders, including 
President Bush, promised that ‘‘[t]he 
Social Security surplus is off-limits, 
off budget, and will not be touched.’’ 
Four years later, they have already 
raided $500 billion from Social Security 
to pay for tax cuts, and they are plan-
ning to take another $2.4 trillion—$2.4 
trillion—over the next 10 years. 

That is your money. It comes out of 
your paycheck. It is supposed to be 
there when you retire. It is not sup-
posed to be used to pay for tax breaks 
for millionaire CEOs or to reward com-
panies for shipping American jobs over-
seas. 

Looting Social Security is not doing 
right by American workers and retir-
ees, and we can’t let it happen. 

The Bush administration is draining 
trillions from Social Security, bor-
rowing hundreds of billions from China 
and Japan to pay our debts, sending 
billions of dollars to Iraq for roads and 
schools, and then planning on cutting 
billions here at home for education, en-
vironmental protection, medical re-
search, Head Start, and nutrition pro-
grams for pregnant women and chil-
dren. The administration even wants to 
cut $1 billion from homeland security 
at the very time it is warning of likely 
new terrorist attacks. 
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That is not doing right by America, 

and it doesn’t make any sense. But this 
administration is making a habit of de-
cisions that don’t make much sense. 

A couple of months ago, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
defended the administration’s plan to 
provide health care to all Iraqis, but 
not to all Americans. He said, ‘‘Even if 
you don’t have health insurance in 
America, you get taken care of. That 
could be defined as universal cov-
erage.’’ 

Try telling that to the nearly 44 mil-
lion Americans who are uninsured—4 
million more than when George Bush 
took office—and the millions more who 
are under-insured. 

Try telling that to the millions of 
families who, year after year, are 
watching out-of-control health insur-
ance premiums bust the family budget. 

Or try telling that to the Lakota 
woman in South Dakota whose sister 
died a few months ago from a stomach 
cancer that went undetected because 
the Indian Health Service didn’t have 
money to refer her to a specialist. 

In America today, seniors can’t af-
ford the medicine they need and have 
discovered that last year’s Medicare 
law is a sham that provides billions to 
insurance and drug companies. Many 
veterans can’t use the VA health sys-
tem anymore because of arbitrary, 
budget-driven barriers to care. And 
32,000 National Guard members and re-
servists who are serving in Iraq will 
lose their health coverage when they 
come home because the Bush adminis-
tration refuses to extend their cov-
erage. 

These aren’t unintended con-
sequences. They are clear choices. 

When record debt makes it difficult 
to repair our crumbling roads and 
bridges, fund our children’s schools, 
support our police and firefighters, and 
honor our commitment to America’s 
veterans, that is the result of bad 
choices. 

When American soldiers are sent into 
combat without armor in their protec-
tive vests, when they are losing limbs 
and sacrificing their lives because 
there aren’t enough armored cars, 
when health services are being cut for 
veterans, and when the Bush adminis-
tration says that there isn’t enough 
money to let reservists and Guard 
members buy into the military health 
system, that is the result of bad 
choices. 

These choices don’t do right by 
America, and we need to change them. 

There is something else we need to 
change. In the last 4 years, we have 
seen more and more secrecy and less 
and less accountability in the Bush ad-
ministration. 

During the past few years, a small 
group of courageous individuals has 
stepped forward and said things this 
administration didn’t want to hear and 
didn’t want anyone else to know. In 
every case, their patriotism, honesty, 
or competence was attacked. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN found that out. 
So did the President’s former Treasury 

Secretary Paul O’Neill. And so did 
Medicare actuary Richard Foster, 
former Army Chief of Staff General 
Eric Shinseki, and former White House 
counterterrorism adviser Richard 
Clarke. 

When Ambassador Joe Wilson told 
the truth about the administration’s 
misleading claims about Iraq’s nuclear 
weapon capability, some Government 
officials retaliated by disclosing that 
his wife was a deep-cover CIA agent. 
For nothing more than political gain, 
they were willing to endanger the life 
of one of the people who protect our 
national security. 

That is not doing right by America. 
Those aren’t our morals, and they 
aren’t our values. 

In the America I know, moms and 
dads sit at the kitchen table every 
month and balance the family check-
book. When the car breaks down or 
there are unexpected doctor visits, 
there is a pinch. They don’t expect the 
Government to bail them out when 
that happens, but they want a fair 
shake. They want their Government to 
focus on jobs and health care and edu-
cation, and they don’t want their Gov-
ernment to take their Social Security 
money to pay for tax breaks for mil-
lionaires and big corporations. 

They want their Government to do 
right by them, and they have a right to 
expect that. But when they see oil in-
dustry interests coming before their in-
terests, HMO profits coming before the 
health of seniors, and special deals for 
Halliburton coming before the safety of 
their sons and daughters in Iraq, they 
know their Government isn’t doing 
right by America. 

I am as frustrated as they are about 
these choices, but I am not discouraged 
about our ability to fix things. We can 
and we will. We can get America back 
on track by doing right by America. 

Doing right by America means put-
ting our common interests ahead of the 
special interests. It means paying as 
much attention to middle America as 
we are paying to the Middle East. And 
it means bringing common sense back 
to Government. 

We should be thinking not just about 
the people who own Wal-Mart, but 
about the millions of Americans who 
work and shop there. 

We should be changing tax polices so 
corporations have an incentive to keep 
jobs here at home, not ship them over-
seas, and we should aggressively en-
force our trade laws to protect workers 
from unfair competition. 

We should be improving roads and 
bridges and creating millions of jobs 
along the way, and investing in edu-
cation, training, and technological in-
novation so workers who have lost jobs 
can find new ones, and workers who 
have jobs can get better ones. 

And if we are truly going to do right 
by American workers, it is long past 
time that we increase the minimum 
wage, and it is absolutely essential 
that we stop the Bush administration 
from following through with its plan to 

strip millions of workers of their right 
to overtime pay. 

Doing right by America means hon-
estly confronting the health care crisis 
in our country, not pretending that it 
doesn’t exist. As a first step, we should 
provide every American with the op-
portunity to choose from the same 
health care options, at the same price, 
as Members of Congress have. If it is 
good enough for those of us in Govern-
ment, it ought to be an option for 
every American who needs health in-
surance. 

Doing right by America means an 
honest prescription drug policy that 
doesn’t funnel billions of dollars in 
windfalls to drug companies and HMOs, 
but instead offers seniors the medica-
tions they need at a fair price—without 
the mind-boggling complexity of the 
Bush administration’s drug plan. 

It means properly funding our chil-
dren’s schools and giving every Amer-
ican family a guarantee: If your sons 
and daughters work hard in school and 
get good grades, they will have a first- 
rate and affordable college education 
waiting for them the day they graduate 
from high school. 

And it means putting our Nation on 
the road to energy independence. The 
next generation should be able to look 
forward to a future that is not put at 
risk by unrestrained pollution and a 
dangerous dependence on foreign oil. 

Finally, doing right by America 
means being honest about performance, 
both at home and abroad. It is not pes-
simistic to acknowledge the problems 
workers have endured over the past 4 
years; it is pessimistic to think that we 
can’t do better. 

And it doesn’t endanger our troops to 
ask questions that might save their 
lives. If we are going to do right by 
them, we have to stand up for them, 
even if that means asking tough ques-
tions about the administration and its 
policies. And when our troops return 
home, we have to make sure they re-
ceive the medical attention they 
earned. We owe them more than empty 
promises. 

We will have a clear choice in No-
vember. We can continue on the course 
we are on, where special interests come 
before common interests, where board-
room issues come before kitchen-table 
issues, and where opportunity is re-
served for a small, members-only club. 
Or we can choose a new and better di-
rection. 

Doing right By America means that 
our values guide our policies. Our 
strength comes from opportunity and 
responsibility—and a commitment to 
making sure that our middle-class has 
a fair chance. It means fixing health 
care, creating good jobs again, and 
making education affordable. 

Mr. President, we can do this, and we 
should do it together. Doing right by 
America shouldn’t be an idea we just 
talk about, it should be the value that 
guides all our decisions in Congress. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Chair inquires of the Democratic lead-
er, the Democratic leader has used 
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time in excess of his leader time. Is it 
the intent that be charged against the 
time he had under his control under 
the previous order, or is that time out-
side that previous order? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
that 10 minutes of the time that I con-
sumed be applied against the Demo-
cratic morning business time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has consumed more than that 
time. He wishes to have 10 minutes of 
that time counted against that time? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Correct. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-

out objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning 
business for statements only for up to 
90 minutes; the first half of that time 
under the control of the Democratic 
leader or his designee—that is now 35 
minutes—and the second half under the 
control of the majority leader or his 
designee. 

Who seeks time? 
The Senator from Nevada. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. REID. On behalf of Senator 
DASCHLE, we yield 15 minutes to Sen-
ator STABENOW and 10 minutes to Sen-
ator HARKIN. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sen-
ator STABENOW is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

f 

LOWERING THE COST OF 
MEDICINE 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first 
I commend our Democratic leader for 
an outstanding vision of what we 
should be doing to do right by America. 
His eloquence this morning certainly 
speaks to every single person in Michi-
gan and what we care about, the prior-
ities and values that we have, and cer-
tainly it speaks to the sense of urgency 
that I believe we need to get something 
done for the people we represent in this 
wonderful country. We need to do right 
by America. 

There is something wrong when we 
have provided funding for health care 
in Iraq for a broad, universal health 
care system, yet we cannot focus on 
health care at home for over 44 million 
people and focus on the costs of pre-
scription drugs or make sure there is a 
real Medicare bill that works. There is 
something wrong with this picture. It 
is truly time for us to do right by 
America. That is our job. 

I speak today specifically about a 
topic that I frequently think about on 
the floor of the Senate that needs to 
have a sense of urgency about it as we 
come to the end of this week. We will 
not be in session in August. We will 
come back only for a few weeks in the 
fall. There is a sense of urgency at 

home about the need to lower the cost 
of medicine, the access to prescription 
drugs in this country. 

I rise to express great concern today 
because at this very moment the Sen-
ate HELP Committee was supposed to 
be marking up a bill that hopefully 
would lead to the safe importation of 
FDA-approved prescription drugs from 
Canada and other countries where it 
can be done safely. But, once again, the 
markup has been delayed. I am deeply 
concerned that with the number of leg-
islative days winding down, we will not 
see a bill coming from committee to 
the floor of the Senate any time this 
year. 

We know the prices of prescription 
drugs continue to rise and continue to 
place a tremendous burden not only on 
our seniors but on everyone who uses 
medicine on a regular basis. 

We have a strong bipartisan bill that 
we put together to allow the re-
importation of prescription drugs. It 
has been carefully discussed and delib-
erated. There is no reason that Ameri-
cans should not benefit from the pas-
sage of this new law so we can have ac-
cess to safe, FDA-approved drugs that 
come from FDA-inspected facilities in 
other countries. In fact, Sav-Rx, one of 
the companies that is offering a Medi-
care drug card now, is even promoting 
reimportation as part of their mar-
keting. 

As reported in Tuesday’s Washington 
Post, the company’s Web site reads: 

Sav-Rx is giving you the opportunity to 
save an additional 20%-30% on your mail 
order prescriptions through the use of our 
Canadian Mail Order Pharmacy. 

This is one of our Medicare cards 
that is using a Canadian mail order 
pharmacy. 

I have to say I am more concerned 
about mail order or Internet sales— 
particularly Internet sales—where we 
do not have the safeguards, or may not 
know where the prescriptions are com-
ing from, rather than what our bill 
does, which is allow the local phar-
macist in Michigan or the pharmacist 
in any other State to do business with 
the pharmacist across the border in a 
safe, FDA-approved way, with a closed 
supply chain that brings the medicine 
from one place to another so we know 
where it comes from and we can assure 
its safety. 

But here we have one of those pro-
viding a Medicare card to seniors who 
are using right now a Canadian mail 
order pharmacy as part of this process. 
Yet we can’t get the support to pass a 
bill that would guarantee this process 
is available for everyone through the 
local pharmacy—one pharmacy to an-
other—and which is done in the safest 
possible way. We don’t have regula-
tions right now that mirror what we 
have in our bill in terms of promoting 
the safety of reimportation of prescrip-
tion drugs. 

If we are going to continue to see 
mail order and Internet sales, we cer-
tainly need to address the issues that 
we have addressed in our bill to make 
sure this process is safe. 

This is all about numbers, as usual. 
The opposition is all about numbers. It 
is about the $17 billion annually that 
the drug companies stand to profit 
from the new Medicare law versus the 
$5 billion cost that American con-
sumers can save per month from re-
importing prescription drugs from Can-
ada or allowing the local pharmacists 
in America to do business with the 
pharmacists in Canada. 

It is about requiring our seniors to go 
through this complicated process under 
Medicare to attempt to get a discount 
through a Medicare card that would set 
up much more to profit the drug com-
panies than to profit the seniors. It is 
about a process that we are forcing 
people to go through to try to get help. 
It is complicated. There are multiple 
cards. The prices can change every 7 
days. The discounted drugs can change 
every 7 days. 

We heard testimony on Monday from 
Dr. McClellan in charge of the Center 
for Medicare. What we are hearing is 
this massive effort of spending money 
to market and try to explain to people 
this complicated process. Why do we 
have this complicated process? Because 
it benefits the pharmaceutical compa-
nies. It doesn’t allow Medicare to nego-
tiate group prices to get the best deal 
for people. So we have this com-
plicated, costly process going on to 
guarantee that the profits of the indus-
try are protected. 

On the other hand, all we need to do 
is bring to the floor this bipartisan bill 
that would allow our local pharmacists 
to do business safely with pharmacists 
in Canada and other countries. We 
could drop prices in half immediately 
for consumers. We would save over $5 
billion a month for consumers. We 
would truly begin to address the sto-
ries we hear all the time—it is hap-
pening; they are not just stories—of 
people who are choosing between food 
and medicine, paying their electric bill 
or paying their rent. We don’t make up 
those stories. It is happening every 
day, and I am sure it is happening right 
now as I am speaking. We can fix that, 
too. 

If the HELP Committee brought up a 
bill, had a meeting and voted this bill 
out today, we would have on the floor 
a means for us to be able to work to-
gether to adopt a bill that works, is 
safe, and lowers prices. But instead one 
more time this is delayed—delayed, de-
layed. Unfortunately, folks can’t delay 
their bills. When they go to the phar-
macy to get their medicine, they can’t 
say: I would be happy to pay you but 
nothing is happening in Congress yet. 
The President won’t support lowering 
prices. So I can’t afford to pay this 
right now. Can you wait? Can I pay it 
next year when they finally get around 
to fixing this, maybe? People can’t do 
that when they go into the pharmacy. 
They have to pay for their medicine. 

There is a sense of urgency which 
they feel that, unfortunately, is not 
felt in this body, or by the leadership. 
Those of us who have been working 
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across the aisle to get something done 
certainly feel it, but leadership does 
not. Unfortunately, the White House 
does not. 

What we see is a continual unwilling-
ness to schedule a bill, to bring it out, 
to give us an opportunity to vote and 
to get this done in the Senate. 

We have legislation, S. 2328, the 
Pharmaceutical Market Access and 
Drug Safety Act, that is widely sup-
ported. It has been crafted carefully by 
Senate leaders on both sides of the 
aisle. It will work. It will guarantee 
that we put in place the safe pre-
cautions we need and that will allow us 
to finally be able to address the issue 
of lowering prices. 

There are many concerns that I and 
my colleagues have about the bill be-
fore the HELP Committee. I will not go 
into all the specifics at this time, ex-
cept to say we feel confident that the 
legislation we have introduced would 
fix the concerns and the problems, and 
that we can work together to get this 
done in the right way. 

I am deeply concerned that right now 
seniors of this country are being asked 
to wade through Medicare card after 
Medicare card trying to find out 
whether there is anything that can be 
done for them in terms of lowering 
prices. They are wading through all the 
other complexities of the Medicare bill. 
We are not taking action as we could 
on something that would immediately 
make a difference. 

I go back to what our Democratic 
leader spoke about so eloquently this 
morning. Senator DASCHLE spoke about 
doing right by America. 

How is it that there is a sense of ur-
gency here to be providing funds to 
make sure those in Iraq have access to 
health care? Certainly we want them 
to have access to health care. But what 
about us? What about doing right by 
America as well? What about taking 
just a portion of the funds we are 
spending abroad to build roads and 
schools and create health care systems 
and use that here at home to help 
Americans who are desperate about 
being able to afford the medicine they 
need? 

I might also say that this is directly 
related to the health insurance pre-
miums our small businesses and large 
businesses are paying in America. We 
know that about half the cost increases 
on health care premiums comes from 
the explosion of prescription drug 
prices. 

When we pass the reimportation bill 
that we are coming forward with in a 
bipartisan way, we not only help our 
seniors who need our help and the dis-
abled and their families and workers, 
we are helping businesses be able to 
lower prices. We are helping univer-
sities that have medical schools to be 
able to allow their pharmacies to do 
business with those across the border 
in a safe way. We are helping the local 
hospitals be able to lower their costs 
which in turn helps them lower the 
cost of health care and health insur-
ance premiums. 

Just one proposal has very broad im-
plications to bring down prices and 
make sure we are addressing one of the 
fastest rising components of health in-
surance for businesses in our country. 

We have a bipartisan bill before the 
Senate that is endorsed by the AARP, 
Families USA, the Alliance for Retired 
Americans, numerous senior, consumer 
groups, and health groups. I am deeply 
troubled by the fact it will be very dif-
ficult to bring this bill before the Sen-
ate and pass it before we break on Fri-
day. This debate has gone on far too 
long. 

As I have indicated, this can help 
business and individuals with the high 
cost of health care. It is time to get it 
done. We have the greatest country in 
the world. Give us a chance to make 
this change and we can help every 
American have access to the medicine 
they need. We can take an important 
step forward in doing right by America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM of South Carolina). The Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. How much time do I 
have in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
10 minutes. 

f 

LEAK INVESTIGATION 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, it has 

now been 1 year and 1 week, 1 year and 
7 days since senior White House offi-
cials leaked the identity of a clandes-
tine officer of the CIA, Valerie Plame, 
to Washington journalists. According 
to the Washington Post, there were two 
senior White House officials who called 
a number of reporters—at last count, 
maybe six—to reveal the name of Val-
erie Plame as being a covert CIA agent. 
Of course, only one reporter sought to 
publish that—was Mr. Novak—in one of 
his columns. 

This criminal act was a brazen act of 
revenge and retaliation to punish Ms. 
Plame’s husband, who dared to ques-
tion one of the administration’s key 
justifications for invading Iraq. 

One year and 7 days and nothing has 
been done, nothing. 

Here is what the White House had to 
say yesterday, July 20. Deputy Attor-
ney General James Comey said: 

We take issues of classified information 
very, very seriously. As you know, we have 
prosecuted or sought administrative sanc-
tions against any number of people through-
out the years for mishandling of classified 
information. 

Say again? After they exposed Val-
erie Plame, what happened? It took 6 
months from the time of the leak of 
the Plame matter for Attorney General 
Ashcroft to recuse himself. Not until 
December 30 was a special prosecutor 
appointed. The President and Vice 
President have never appeared to take 
this leaking of her name and her iden-
tity very seriously—or even seriously. 

In his only public statement about 
this leak, here is what the President 
said: 

I don’t know if we are going to find out the 
senior administration official. Now, this is a 

large administration, and there’s a lot of 
senior officials. I don’t have any idea. 

That was George W. Bush, October 7, 
2003. 

If you look at the video of this, he is 
smiling when he says it. He has kind of 
a smirk on his face. Does that sound 
like a matter being taken very seri-
ously? One year and 1 week later we 
are still awaiting any sign that pros-
ecutions or even sanctions will be 
brought against anyone in this matter. 

This dismissive attitude on the part 
of the President and the Vice President 
is not acceptable. We are not talking 
about a Washington game of gotcha. 
We are talking about a calculated act 
of betrayal and treachery against our 
Nation. A clandestine officer of the CIA 
was brazenly exposed by a couple of 
senior White House officials who some-
how got access to this information. 
Who gave them access? Who in the CIA 
or the National Security Council gave 
her name to these White House offi-
cials? How did they come by it? She 
was a very deep undercover agent. 

This betrayal has real consequences 
in terms of the national security of the 
United States. This single act by the 
White House has undermined the clan-
destine capabilities of the CIA. It has 
damaged our national security. It has 
weakened our country. In this respect, 
the Valerie Plame incident fits a much 
broader pattern, a pattern of actions 
by this administration that have made 
our Nation weaker, less secure, more 
vulnerable to terrorist attacks. 

Don’t take my word for it, take the 
word of some former CIA people. Here 
is Larry Johnson, former CIA analyst 
and State Department employee: 

For this administration to run on a secu-
rity platform and allow people in the admin-
istration to compromise the security of in-
telligence assets, I think is unconscionable. 

And here is James Marcinkowski, 
former CIA operations officer: 

The deliberate exposure and identification 
of Ambassador Wilson’s wife, by our govern-
ment, was unprecedented, unnecessary, 
harmful and dangerous. 

Yes, the leaking of Valerie Plame’s 
name weakened our country, made us 
less secure, more vulnerable to future 
attacks. 

Almost 4 years ago, when President 
Bush was running for election, he went 
around the country raising his right 
hand, saying I swear to restore honesty 
and integrity to the White House. 

It is time for Mr. Bush and Mr. CHE-
NEY to raise their right hands again 
and to take an oath to tell the truth, 
the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth regarding the Valerie Plame inci-
dent and what they know and what 
they have done to find out who exposed 
her name. 

We had an example of this a few 
years ago when a President of the 
United States was put under oath and 
was filmed. We sat in the Senate and 
we looked at that film on video mon-
itors during the impeachment of 
former President Bill Clinton. Regard-
less of how you felt about the impeach-
ment, whether you thought it was good 
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or bad or what, the fact that the Presi-
dent of the United States was put 
under oath sent a clear message to the 
people of this country. No President is 
above the law, neither then nor now. It 
is time for this President and this Vice 
President to be put under oath. What 
happened 1 year and 7 days ago is un-
conscionable, unprecedented, harmful, 
dangerous to the security of our coun-
try. 

The President of the United States 
could have solved this in 24 hours by 
calling in every one of his top senior 
officials, have them sign a piece of 
paper, have them swear under oath 
that they did not do this and had noth-
ing to do with this. We could have 
solved it in 24 hours, but the President 
of the United States dismissed this. He 
sort of pooh-poohed the whole thing, 
smiled about it, and said, I don’t think 
we will catch whoever did this. 

Where is the sense of outrage by this 
President and Vice President that two 
senior officials would so brazenly, with 
such calculation, expose the cover, ex-
pose the person in the CIA with assets 
around the world, giving human intel-
ligence to our CIA which we need so 
desperately in our war against ter-
rorism. 

I task the Senate this morning, as I 
will every day, to call upon the Presi-
dent and the Vice President and to call 
upon the special prosecutor to put the 
President and Vice President under 
oath. If this is not resolved, America 
will become weaker, less secure, and 
more vulnerable. We cannot allow that 
to happen to this country. 

The people who exposed Valerie 
Plame are guilty of violating a law and 
they should be punished to the full ex-
tent of that law. That sends the signal 
to any other administration, be it 
Democrat or Republican, that this kind 
of treachery, this kind of violation of 
our laws, will not be permitted under 
any administration. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much 

time do we have remaining on our side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

11 minutes remaining. 
f 

THE SENATE SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would like 
to direct a question through the Chair 
to the distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois, who is on the floor. 

Will the Senator from Illinois com-
ment on the Senate schedule? We wast-
ed a week, as the Senator may recall, 
on class action, where nothing was 
done. Then we spent a week on the 
marriage amendment when everyone 
knew, before it started, there were not 
enough votes. And then so far this 
week we spent yesterday on a judge. 
Nothing happened on that. The rest of 
the day we spent on a free-trade agree-
ment with Morocco, where the actual 
time on that bill has been less than an 
hour and a half on actual speeches 

given. Even though there was 20 hours 
allotted, we were willing to yield back 
our time from early on in that debate. 
Now we are told we are still not going 
to go to legislative session, that we are 
going to work on more judges even 
though we have approved almost a 
record number of judges. 

I ask my friend, does the Senator 
from Illinois think it is important we 
deal with other issues people in Illinois 
and Nevada talk to us about, such as 
doing an appropriations bill for home-
land security or moving to something 
that is important to the people of Ne-
vada, and that is maybe consider rais-
ing the minimum wage? 

These are just a couple thoughts that 
come to the mind of the Senator from 
Nevada. Will the Senator from Illinois 
comment? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 
say, in response to my colleague from 
Nevada, I have had a number of jobs in 
my lifetime, and we are fortunate we 
are on salary on this job because if our 
pay depended on what we did and what 
we produced, we would not be drawing 
a paycheck around here for weeks at a 
time. We waste so much time on the 
floor of the Senate, it is hard to imag-
ine. 

We spent a whole week on a class ac-
tion bill that went nowhere. Then we 
spent a better part of a week on a con-
stitutional amendment on same-sex 
marriage that went nowhere. Now we 
are about to waste a third week in a 
row. 

At the same time, I think there are 
12 appropriations bills that have not 
been considered. During this period of 
time, we had notification from Sec-
retary Ridge at the Department of 
Homeland Security and our FBI Direc-
tor that America was going to face an 
attack. Most Americans stood up and 
took notice, as they should, and called 
our offices and said: What should we 
do? And we said: Lead your lives. Keep 
your eyes open. 

But it is clear what we should do. 
Take a look at this Calendar. Right on 
the back of our Senate Calendar, the 
lead items are the Homeland Security 
appropriations bills. These are multi-
billion-dollar bills that will appro-
priate money to give to State and local 
governments as well as Federal agen-
cies to make America safer—sitting on 
the Calendar for a month, without even 
being considered. 

We will take a break, at the end of 
this week, for 6 weeks. We will be gone. 
We will come back, and they will still 
be sitting on the Calendar. God forbid 
anything happens in America. We are 
not going to do anything to deal with 
them. 

Then you page through this Calendar 
and find bills waiting for action dealing 
with security at nuclear powerplants, 
security at ports across America, secu-
rity at chemical plants, security on 
rail lines. If we paid any attention to 
Secretary Ridge, as we should, and Di-
rector Mueller, we would be meeting 
today with Senators on the Senate 

floor passing this legislation. Instead, 
we are killing time. We are doing noth-
ing. 

Now, it is hard to explain why this 
do-nothing Congress is wasting time 
when it should be, in fact, doing things 
to make America safer. I do not under-
stand why the leaders in this Congress 
cannot pick up the very Calendar they 
print every day, turn to the back page 
and read the top line: homeland secu-
rity. Pretty clear: homeland security. 
Yet we have not passed this legislation. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will direct 
another question through the Chair to 
my friend from Illinois. 

I am not proud of this, but the State 
of Nevada is the least insured State for 
medical care in the country. We lead 
the Nation in uninsured. But there are 
44 million people in America who have 
no health insurance. Even if we did not 
pass legislation dealing with the ca-
lamities facing American families be-
cause of no health insurance, don’t you 
think we could talk about it? Don’t 
you think we could bring something 
up? 

For example, I know the Senator 
from Illinois has worked on this, the 
Senator from North Dakota has been a 
leader on this, as has been the Senator 
from Michigan, Ms. STABENOW: How 
about making it easy on the American 
people by allowing us to buy the same 
drugs we pay a fortune for here in 
America cheaper from the country just 
north of us, Canada? Wouldn’t that be 
a good thing to work on? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I say, in 
response to the Senator from Nevada, 
he obviously does not understand the 
world as the folks across the aisle from 
us see it. They believe that families 
across America get up every morning 
and want to know whether the latest 
constitutional amendment has passed. 
They think that is what families do— 
rush to the television set, turn it on, 
and say quickly: Honey, did they pass a 
constitutional amendment? 

That is not what I find. What I find 
at home is that families get together 
and say: I hope we can keep our job. I 
hope, for goodness’ sake, that next 
year health insurance doesn’t cost as 
much as it did last year and cover less. 

That is the reality. That is the re-
ality of life for families across Amer-
ica. So you wonder if those of us elect-
ed to the Senate really represent 
America and are listening to American 
families and businesses and labor 
unions, who tell us time and time 
again: The cost of health insurance is 
killing us. Why don’t you do some-
thing? 

Instead, the leadership in the Senate, 
in this do-nothing Congress, comes for-
ward and says: We are going to blow off 
3 days on the floor of the U.S. Senate 
debating a constitutional amendment 
about same-sex marriage. 

Well, my wife and I have been mar-
ried for 37 years. We believe in tradi-
tional marriage. But, for goodness’ 
sake, why do you need to amend the 
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Constitution—in a Presidential elec-
tion year, I might add—instead of talk-
ing about the cost of health insurance 
and making it more affordable and 
more accessible for people across 
America? That is a real issue, and it is 
an issue that has been really avoided 
by the leadership in this Senate. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I direct an-
other question to my distinguished 
friend. 

About 6 weeks ago, I asked all 17 su-
perintendents of school districts in Ne-
vada to meet with me. We have 17 
counties in Nevada. Each county has a 
superintendent of schools. The largest 
school district has about 300,000 stu-
dents; the smallest, Esmeralda County, 
with 88 students. I don’t know what 
their political affiliation is, but I will 
bet a lot more are Republicans. 

We met for a couple hours. They were 
all asked the question: How is the 
Leave No Child Behind Act treating 
you in your school district? Without 
exception, every one of the super-
intendents said: The Leave No Child 
Behind Act is leaving children of Ne-
vada behind, without exception. They 
said: Please change this. Give us some 
resources. 

I say to my friend, education is im-
portant in Nevada. The Leave No Child 
Behind Act has been a disaster for Ne-
vada. Shouldn’t we be spending some 
time talking about education in the 
U.S. Senate rather than class action, 
marriage, and a few judges. We have 
approved more than 100. They want to 
defer attention away from the real 
issues of this country, so we are spend-
ing days of our existence on the Senate 
floor talking about judges. Shouldn’t 
we be dealing with education? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator from Nevada. In re-
sponse, I would say, the reason why the 
Senate does not talk about education 
is because the President’s education 
bill, No Child Left Behind, has been un-
derfunded by $20 billion. We put Fed-
eral mandates on school districts that 
cost them enormous sums of money, 
which changed the way teachers teach 
in a classroom. 

This administration—the President 
and his followers in Congress—has re-
fused to send the money to help kids 
who are not scoring well on tests, kids 
who need someone to sit next to them 
and help them read, someone to help 
them understand basic math, someone 
to be there after school to sit down and 
work with them on their homework, 
someone to be with them in the sum-
mer months so they can do something 
and not lose all the knowledge they 
gained in the previous school year. 

It takes people—dedicated men and 
women—who are teachers. It takes 
money. This administration says the 
money should go for tax cuts for 
wealthy people; it should not go for 
education. We should continue to spend 
$1.5 billion a week in Iraq, with no end 
in sight. That is why we don’t talk 
about education. 

This administration will not budget 
the money to pay for the Federal man-

dates the President included in No 
Child Left Behind. Ask any school dis-
trict—in Nevada, Illinois, across Amer-
ica—what do you think of No Child 
Left Behind? We like accountability, 
but where is the promised money the 
President said would come to the 
school district to help us improve test 
scores? It is not there. That is why this 
do-nothing Congress avoids the issue of 
education, like the issue of helping 
families and businesses pay for health 
insurance. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I believe 
our time has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 seconds. 

Mr. REID. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, it is 

interesting to listen to my friends on 
the other side of the aisle this morning 
talk about any number of issues, in 
particular what we have been doing 
over the last several weeks—really the 
last several months—relative to the 
legislative agenda in the Senate. This 
is the only legislative body, I am sure, 
anywhere in the world that, because it 
is the most deliberative body in the 
world, allows the minority to in effect 
set the agenda because they have the 
ability to stop any legislation or de-
bate or control the debate on any legis-
lation unless the majority can obtain 
60 votes to bring the debate to an end. 

Here we have folks standing up this 
morning being critical of the leader-
ship on this side of the aisle for not 
moving forward with a legislative 
agenda when, for the first time in the 
history of our great country, certainly 
the first time in the history of this 
great deliberative body, we have the 
folks on the other side of the aisle fili-
bustering circuit court judge nominees 
of the President of the United States. 
That has never happened before. 

There is one simple reason it is hap-
pening now. That is, in spite of this 
body approving hundreds of more lib-
eral-leaning judges during the 8 years 
of the previous administration, the 
Democrats in the Senate refuse to 
allow more conservative judges to be 
appointed and confirmed by this Presi-
dent. We had another yesterday rel-
ative to another judge that is now 
being filibustered. That takes time. 

In addition, the folks on the other 
side of the aisle are doing something I 
have never heard of in my 10 years of 
service on Capitol Hill; that is, they 
are demanding that before we go to 
conference on any bill, the end result 
of that conference be deemed to be so- 
and-so, which is to their way of liking, 
before they will agree to appoint con-
ferees. That is not the way the legisla-
tive process works. The American peo-
ple select the majority party in the 
Senate and the House to pass legisla-
tion. The majority should control, but, 
unfortunately, it does not. 

Lastly, I am a big supporter of the 
No Child Left Behind program. I am a 
huge supporter of public education. It 

is the foundation of the future of 
America. I am happy to be the husband 
of a 30-year former schoolteacher. My 
daughter starts next week teaching in 
the public schools in my home county. 
My mother was a public school teacher. 
My brother is a public school teacher. 
I am a huge fan. 

In spite of what I have just heard, I 
have yet to meet a teacher anywhere in 
America who doesn’t say: I love the 
idea of providing accountability to the 
American people for the quality of edu-
cation that I am providing to the chil-
dren I teach. That is the basic concept 
of No Child Left Behind. 

Sure, we have had problems with No 
Child Left Behind. Every major reform 
is going to have bumps in the road. I 
did four hearings in my State, invited 
every single school superintendent in 
all 159 counties, plus the city schools in 
my State to get together to bring their 
administrative personnel, but pri-
marily bring me your teachers. I want-
ed to hear from them what complaints 
they had. They had serious complaints 
that were discussed with representa-
tives of the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and the Georgia Department of 
Education. We resolved—we didn’t re-
solve all of them, but we went to work 
and we got their complaints answered. 
We made changes in the regulations. 
All I heard this morning is: Well, No 
Child Left Behind doesn’t work. Every-
body is upset. 

Everybody is not upset with it. I as-
sure my colleagues, there has been no 
legislation coming forward from the 
other side of the aisle to try to correct 
it. It is simply a political year. It is un-
believable what we hear on the floor of 
the Senate these days. That is not 
what I got up here to talk about this 
morning, but I couldn’t listen to that 
and not comment on it. 

f 

INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
want to say something about Ambas-
sador Wilson and his activities, but I 
see Senator BOND is here. He is going 
to follow me, and I know he is going to 
talk about that. Suffice it to say, only 
one comment needs to be directed 
about the issue of Mr. WILSON; that is, 
he didn’t tell the truth. He didn’t tell 
the truth, and that is explicitly set 
forth in the Senate intelligence report. 
It was also set forth in the report 
issued by Mr. Butler in Britain last 
week. 

On the 7th of July, Chairman ROB-
ERTS and Vice Chairman ROCKEFELLER 
of the Senate Intelligence Committee 
released a report on the U.S. intel-
ligence community’s prewar intel-
ligence assessments on Iraq prepared 
by the Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence. This 511-page report is high-
ly critical of our intelligence analysis 
and collection capabilities, especially 
in the field of human intelligence or 
what we refer to as HUMINT. 

Yesterday, the Senate Intelligence 
Committee began the first of a series of 
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hearings on intelligence reform. We 
heard from our colleague Senator FEIN-
STEIN about her proposal to create a 
new position of director of national in-
telligence to oversee the entire intel-
ligence community. We also heard 
from three prominent experts—former 
Deputy Secretary of Defense John 
Hamre; former Director of Central In-
telligence, Jim Woolsey; and Lieuten-
ant General Odom, former Director of 
the National Security Agency—on how 
best to structure the intelligence com-
munity to meet the needs of the 
threats we face today and will face to-
morrow. 

This was a very interesting hearing. 
Senator FEINSTEIN does her homework. 
She studied this issue. She presented a 
very insightful presentation regarding 
her bill. I look forward to continuing 
this debate and continuing to review 
the process, looking both at what we 
have in place today as well as what re-
forms we should make relative to the 
intelligence community. 

Tomorrow, we expect the 9/11 Com-
mission to release its report on events 
leading up to the attack of September 
11. There is no doubt that the intel-
ligence community will also come 
under heavy criticism in that report. 

These various reports and hearings 
are getting wide coverage in the media. 
I am glad they are. It is important for 
our debate on reforming the intel-
ligence community to be as inclusive 
as possible. Intelligence reform is a bi-
partisan issue. The problems we have 
uncovered span more than a decade, 
under both Republican and Democratic 
administrations and Republican- and 
Democratic-controlled Congresses. The 
fact is, the systemic changes and re-
forms in the intelligence community, 
which would have made it more dif-
ficult for terrorists to strike us on 9/11 
or to have more accurate information 
on Iraq’s WMD capabilities, simply did 
not take place. 

As more and more information gets 
into the public domain, especially in 
this highly charged political year, 
there will surely be attempts to politi-
cize the complex issues of intelligence 
failures and intelligence reform. What 
I would like to do is to put some clar-
ity on this for the American people. 

First, there is only one principle to 
follow on intelligence reform. Intel-
ligence is our first line of defense 
against terrorism, and we must im-
prove the collection capabilities and 
analysis of intelligence to protect the 
security of the United States and its 
allies. 

We should beware of anyone who 
tries to twist this principle in a polit-
ical fashion. The truth is our country, 
our people, our liberties, and our way 
of life are under attack by radical Is-
lamic terrorists who kill and destroy in 
the name of religion. 

The security of the United States, 
which is so dependent on having accu-
rate and timely intelligence, is not a 
Republican or a Democratic issue. It is 
a responsibility of all of us in the Con-

gress to make sure we legislate and ap-
propriate moneys so we have the best 
possible intelligence community. 

Second, let’s be clear about our tasks 
ahead. We are talking about amending 
the National Security Act of 1947, 
which has been the cornerstone of our 
security and intelligence structure for 
over half a century. While change is 
needed, it should be deliberate. It 
should also be substantive, even rad-
ical, if necessary. 

The first comprehensive report de-
tailing critical shortfalls within the 
United States intelligence commu-
nity’s performance was conducted by 
the House Subcommittee on Terrorism 
and Homeland Security. As the chair-
man of that subcommittee, I released 
its report on July 17, 2002. Following 
this, the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence con-
ducted a joint inquiry into the intel-
ligence community’s activities before 
and after the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, and issued its report in 
December 2002. 

The Senate Intelligence Committee 
report released on July 7 reflects my 
deep concern that a number of issues 
identified both by the Subcommittee 
on Terrorism and Homeland Security 
and the joint inquiry have not yet been 
acted upon. For example, the sub-
committee identified that information 
sharing among intelligence agencies 
was abysmal, and the joint inquiry re-
port pointed out the CIA was too heav-
ily reliant on foreign liaison reporting 
and that it had not taken the steps 
necessary to penetrate hard targets, 
such as the inner circle of al-Qaida. 
These issues have not yet been cor-
rected to my satisfaction. 

Third, as we address the question of 
how to reform the intelligence commu-
nity, including the possible creation of 
a director for national intelligence, 
there are five important objectives for 
us to focus on. 

First, coordination and information 
sharing throughout the intelligence 
community must be improved. 

Second, HUMINT capabilities must 
be increased, and we must be willing to 
accept the risks associated with ag-
gressive HUMINT operations. And that 
is a critical part of this. We must be 
willing to accept some of the risks that 
are going to be necessary to secure the 
type and quality of information on the 
intelligence side that we need. 

Third, analytical competition needs 
to be preserved. 

Fourth, our counterintelligence capa-
bilities need improvement. 

And fifth, the role and scope of the 
military’s position in the intelligence 
community should be reviewed. 

I included this last point because I 
want to ensure that the military’s ca-
pability to support the intelligence re-
quirements of our unified combatant 
commanders is maintained in any ref-
ormation of the intelligence commu-
nity. That is absolutely critical. All 
one had to do was listen to our panel 

yesterday to understand the real im-
portance of that point. 

The scope of the military’s direct in-
volvement in intelligence is enormous 
and it needs to have a proper role in 
the intelligence community. Eight of 
the fifteen members of the intelligence 
community belong to the Department 
of Defense. In the current structure, 
each one of these DOD elements acts 
more or less independently, rep-
resenting one small segment of the 
overall intelligence interests of our 
military. The creation of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence 
has helped somewhat to bring a com-
mon intelligence policy to DOD, but we 
should also consider the creation of a 
single DOD intelligence command as 
part of any extensive and meaningful 
intelligence reform. 

The Congress directed the establish-
ment of the Unified Combatant Com-
mand for Special Operations, or what is 
known as SOCOM, over the objections 
of the Department of Defense because 
our colleagues had the vision to foresee 
the requirement. At the time, the DOD 
and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff objected, but in hindsight, the 
creation of SOCOM was the correct 
path. The rationale for establishing a 
Unified Combatant Command for Intel-
ligence, or INTCOM, is very much the 
same, and I believe now is the proper 
time to explore this idea. 

As we found in our review on the in-
telligence on Iraq, the intelligence 
community is made up of hard-work-
ing, dedicated men and women, and 
Chairman ROBERTS, in his statement, 
referred to giving them an intelligence 
community worthy of their efforts. So 
I welcome the proposal of Senator 
FEINSTEIN for establishing a Director of 
National Intelligence as one of the sev-
eral ideas and issues for us to address 
and debate. 

One final point. As President Bush 
has said many times, he is determined 
to make sure American intelligence is 
as accurate as possible for every chal-
lenge we face. America’s enemies are 
secretive, they are ruthless, and they 
are resourceful. That is why the Presi-
dent supports intelligence reform as 
much as we do in the Congress. 

In the coming months, the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence will 
solicit a broad range of views on re-
forming the intelligence community, 
and we will vigorously debate each in-
telligence reform measure that comes 
before us. I look forward to this chal-
lenge, and I will do everything in my 
power to ensure that the United States 
has the intelligence collection and ana-
lytical capabilities necessary to pro-
tect our lives, our property, our way of 
life, and our liberties. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I commend 

my colleague from Georgia for his very 
thoughtful and incisive comments. I 
believe he is a great addition to the 
Senate with his experience working on 
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intelligence issues in the House. On the 
Senate Intelligence Committee, he 
makes great contributions. I appre-
ciate and second what he has said. 

f 

SENATE INTELLIGENCE 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is inter-
esting today that some of our col-
leagues are on the floor talking about 
the wonderful expose Ambassador Joe 
Wilson made. Joe Wilson and his wife 
have become quite a cause celebre. He 
has had 30 appearances, he is writing 
books and, oh, yes, now he is on the 
Web site of Senator KERRY. The Web 
site is ironically entitled 
‘‘RestoreHonesty.com.’’ 

On that Web site, Mr. Wilson said: 
. . . this President misled the nation in his 
State of the Union Address. 

Then he goes on to say: 
They tried to intimidate me and others 

who were willing to speak up and tell the 
truth. . . . I was courageous to speak truth 
to the power of the Bush White House. . . . 

George Bush’s Administration has be-
trayed our trust—I know that personally. 

That is quite an indictment. It goes 
along with quite a few other points. 

I understand on the first page of his 
book—I did not buy it and I do not in-
tend to. I was told that three times on 
page 7 he said President Bush lied. Why 
did he do that? It was all because of 16 
words in the State of the Union Ad-
dress on January 28, 2003. 

I addressed this issue last week in 
this body, and I think I raised some 
very serious questions about the verac-
ity of Ambassador Wilson’s sugges-
tions. I was given the opportunity last 
night on the Jim Lehrer PBS 
‘‘NewsHour’’ to have a discussion with 
Mr. Wilson. Margaret Warner was the 
interviewer. Unlike many of the other 
sound-bite discussions on TV these 
days, we had a full 10 minutes. It was a 
very interesting discussion because I 
had the opportunity to make my 
points, and Mr. Wilson made his points. 
I commend PBS for giving us the op-
portunity. 

What I cited when the interviewer 
asked me about my contentions that 
Mr. Wilson was not truthful was I 
noted that the basis of his charge and 
the basis of so much nonsense we have 
seen disseminated in the press and re-
peated by some of my colleagues on 
this floor and covered in scam political 
pieces being put out by friends of the 
Democratic nominee that President 
Bush lied was totally debunked, among 
other things, by the finding of Lord 
Butler’s commission in the United 
Kingdom. 

He said in paragraph 499 of the report 
released last week: 

We conclude that on the basis of intel-
ligence estimates at the time covering both 
Niger and the Democratic Republic of Congo, 
the statements on Iraqi attempts to buy ura-
nium from Africa in the Government’s dos-
sier and by the Prime Minister and the 
House of Commons were well-founded. 

This is the important point. This is 
the examination of British intel-
ligence: 

By extension, we conclude also that the 
statement in President Bush’s State of the 
Union Address of January 28, 2003, ‘‘The Brit-
ish Government has learned that Saddam 
Hussein recently sought significant quan-
tities of uranium from Africa’’ was well- 
founded. 

Mr. President, the British went back 
and looked at it, and they said what 
President Bush said about British in-
telligence was well-founded. He says: 

The British Government had intelligence 
from several different sources indicating 
that this visit was for the purpose of acquir-
ing uranium. 

Now, we get a little bit more of that. 
Actually, the one piece of information 
that Ambassador Joe Wilson brought 
back from his trip to Niger in Feb-
ruary-March of 2003—the only useful 
data he brought back was the fact that 
the Prime Minister of Niger told him 
the Iraqi delegation met with him in 
1999 to begin discussions to establish 
commercial contacts. What do you 
think they wanted to import from 
Niger? Well, there are a couple of 
choices. Niger’s second and third larg-
est exports are mung beans and goats. 
Niger’s largest export—three-quar-
ters—is yellowcake uranium. The 
Prime Minister reasonably concluded 
that they were probably seeking 
yellowcake uranium. There is no evi-
dence they actually purchased it. It 
was not conclusive. There was a forged 
document about purchases that was 
not truthful, but that does not debunk 
or in any way take away from the fact 
that President Bush was correct, and 
the British intelligence is still correct 
in saying that Iraq was seeking ura-
nium from Africa. 

Based on that, and since Ambassador 
Wilson, who came back finding only 
that there had been one contact, and 
that contact, according to most ana-
lysts, suggested there was even more of 
a basis for the conclusion in the State 
of the Union Address—he came back 
and debunked the whole thing, made it 
a lie. 

The conclusion, unanimously reached 
in the Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence, after over a year of inves-
tigation, 15,000 documents reviewed, 
over 200 interviews, signed on by all 
members of the committee, including 
Senator JOHN EDWARDS, says in conclu-
sion 12: 

It was reasonable for analysts to assess 
that Iraq may have been seeking uranium 
from Africa based upon Central Intelligence 
Agency reporting and other available intel-
ligence. 

Conclusion 13 says: 
The report on the former ambassador’s trip 

to Niger, disseminated in March 2002, did not 
change any analyst’s assessment of the Iraq- 
Niger uranium deal. For most analysts, the 
information in the report lent more credi-
bility to the original Central Intelligence 
Agency reports on the uranium deal. 

You talk about thoroughly debunk-
ing the debunker. Our staff asked Mr. 
Wilson how he knew some of the things 
he was stating publicly with such con-
fidence. On at least two occasions, he 
admitted he had no direct knowledge 

to support some of his claims, and he 
was either drawing on unrelated past 
experience or no information at all. 
For example, when they asked him spe-
cifically how he knew the intelligence 
community had rejected the possibility 
of a Niger uranium deal, or even explo-
ration for a deal, as he wrote in his 
book, he told the committee his asser-
tion may have involved a ‘‘little lit-
erary flare.’’ 

That is a heck of a thing to call a 
whopping lie, a ‘‘little literary flare.’’ 
Back home, we call that a fraud and a 
hoax. Now, I suggest to Mr. Wilson 
once again that he owes a public apol-
ogy to the President and the Vice 
President. By the way, he said he knew 
the Vice President knew of his report. 
The Vice President did not get his re-
port. There is no evidence of that. If he 
had, it would have been with the ana-
lysts’ conclusion that his report prob-
ably made it more likely and not less 
likely that Iraq was seeking uranium 
from Niger. Anyhow, he stood by it. 

I tell you, the whole premise of this 
smear campaign that was started by 
Ambassador Wilson to call the Presi-
dent a liar has been totally debunked 
by the British intelligence report, by 
Lord Butler, and by our own Senate In-
telligence Committee’s unanimous re-
port. 

By the way, we have been hearing a 
lot—and I understand we are going to 
hear a lot more—about Ambassador 
Wilson’s wife. Let me deal with that. In 
our report, we found good evidence 
that she had actually made rec-
ommendations to the CIA to send her 
husband to Niger. On page 39 of the In-
telligence Committee report, we state: 

The former Ambassador had traveled pre-
viously to Niger on the CIA’s behalf. The 
former ambassador was selected for the 1999 
trip after his wife mentioned to her super-
visors that her husband was planning a busi-
ness trip to Niger in the near future and 
might be willing to use his contacts in the 
region. 

Also, on page 39: 
. . . interviews and documents provided to 

the Committee indicate that his wife, a CPD 
employee, suggested his name for the trip. 
The CPD {} reports officer told Committee 
staff that . . . . On February 19, 2002, CPD 
hosted a meeting with [Mr. Wilson], intel-
ligence analysts from both the CIA and INR, 
and several individuals from the DO’s Africa 
and CPD divisions. The purpose of the meet-
ing was to discuss the merits of [sending the 
Ambassador]. . . . The INR analyst’s notes 
indicate that the meeting was apparently 
convened by the former ambassador’s wife, 
who had the idea to dispatch him to use his 
contacts to sort out the Iraq-Niger uranium 
issue. She left after she set it up, but she 
managed to get the job done. 

But we didn’t stop there. Even 
though Mr. Wilson had angrily denied 
and used barnyard expletives in Time 
magazine to say that his wife had noth-
ing to do with the trip to Africa, and 
Joshua Marshall quoted him saying 
that it defies logic that his wife sent 
him, the most compelling answers of 
all that his wife gave to our staff when 
interviewed in January 2004, 6 months 
after the Wilson hoax began, and the 
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months and months of charges and Joe 
Wilson’s fierce denials that his wife 
had anything to do with his selection— 
let me repeat. Ambassador Wilson an-
grily said his wife had nothing to do 
with his trip to Africa. 

That is bull [expletive]. That is absolutely 
not the case. 

That is what Wilson told Time maga-
zine on July 17, 2003. 

So he had denied it. What did she 
say? Did she deny it? Six months after 
she heard her husband angrily denying 
it and knowing what he had been say-
ing for months and what he wrote in 
his book, I had staff go back and see 
what she said when asked about this 
issue. Her quote was: 

I honestly do not recall if I suggested it to 
my boss. . . . 

That is what she said. That is from 
the transcript. Frankly, I think that is 
very telling. She doesn’t recall if she 
suggested it to her boss after 6 months, 
and her husband has been out there 
saying she had nothing to do with it. 
Are you kidding? Just who is the Am-
bassador’s source for all of his denials? 
Yet 6 months later she cannot remem-
ber if she suggested it to her boss? 

I know the occupant of the chair has 
interviewed some witnesses and tried 
some cases. When you get a person who 
has knowledge that is right on point, 
and it is an issue that has been the 
focus of great discussion for months 
and you ask them, Did you, in fact, say 
what the other witnesses said, you can 
do two things: Say, absolutely not, I 
didn’t say it. But if that is not true, 
you have all these other witnesses who 
said you did. So what do you say? You 
say: I honestly do not recall. 

I think that leaves us pretty clearly 
in the camp of saying that what the 
analysts and others said the February 
12 memo she prepared means, and that 
is that she was the one who proposed 
sending her husband to Iraq. 

Joe Wilson said that the CIA said to 
a couple of reporters who asked about 
that—and this is from last night—that 
she did not recommend her husband to 
undertake the Niger assignment. He 
stated that the officers who did ask 
him to check the uranium story were 
aware of who he was married to, which 
is not surprising; she did not rec-
ommend her husband. 

Well, Ambassador Wilson may have 
found some people who were willing to 
say that, but we sent this whole report 
to the CIA. They fact-checked the 
whole thing. We even set out the facts 
that she recommended sending her hus-
band. The CIA commented on almost 
everything that we had in the report. It 
was a lengthy report. It took them a 
long time. Not one comment, not one 
change, in the findings in our report 
that she was the one who recommended 
him to go. 

That has been discussed at great 
length on the floor by people who are 
charging that somehow there was a 
criminal conspiracy to ‘‘out’’ Ambas-
sador Wilson’s wife in retaliation. 

I believe the Wall Street Journal has 
been doing a very interesting analysis 

of this, and I ask unanimous consent 
that yesterday’s Wall Street Journal 
article ‘‘Mr. Wilson’s Defense,’’ be 
printed in the RECORD after my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BOND. In fact, it was such a 

traumatic experience to have Mr. Wil-
son’s wife identified that I saw their 
pictures in the paper. They posed for 
Vanity Fair in front of the White 
House. It must have been a crushing 
blow to them to have her identity pub-
licly disclosed. So they had to get on 
the cover and make 30 appearances? 
And I trust his book sales are going 
well. Maybe he will even have a movie 
contract. 

Anybody who reads the Kerry Web 
site, listens to his interviews, or goes 
to a movie should know that his whole 
thesis is a fraud and a hoax. 

Regrettably, that is merely a con-
tinuation of a plan that we have seen 
implemented by opponents of President 
Bush and Vice President CHENEY. 

I joined the Intelligence Committee 
in January of 2003 because I realized 
that intelligence is absolutely critical 
in the war on terrorism. We cannot 
stop terrorism by retaliating against 
suicide bombers. We cannot prosecute 
them. We cannot find enough to iden-
tify them, much less prosecute them. 
So I joined the Intelligence Committee. 

Clearly, we used to have a history 
that politics stops at the water’s edge. 
Well, I understood that politics stopped 
at the entrance to the Intelligence 
Committee, but it has not been that 
way. 

There are those in the Intelligence 
Committee on the other side who want 
to use the Intelligence Committee as a 
vehicle not to improve our intel-
ligence, not to find out what the weak-
nesses are and how to build a stronger 
case, but to attack the President. That 
is what this November 2003 minority 
staff memo says: Here are our options 
under the rules and we have identified 
the best approach. Our plan is as fol-
lows: One, pull the majority along as 
far as we can on issues that may lead 
to major new disclosures regarding im-
proper or questionable conduct by the 
administration. And they certainly 
they have done it. 

Two, essentially prepare Democratic 
additional views to attach to any in-
terim or final reports, and we intend to 
take full advantage of it. They have 
done that, and either today or tomor-
row I will discuss the politicization in 
those views. 

They also go on to say: We will iden-
tify the most exaggerated claims and 
contrast them with the intelligence es-
timates that have since been declas-
sified. 

Well, tough luck, guys. There were 
no exaggerated claims, nothing to con-
trast with the intelligence estimates. 
In fact, the big claim that they make 
that the administration was pressuring 
analysts to change their conclusion has 

been debunked. It has been debunked 
thoroughly and repeatedly throughout, 
and I have described this on the floor 
numerous times. 

The conclusions are there was no 
pressure to change conclusions on 
weapons of mass destruction or on ter-
rorism. We found in the conclusions 
that the Vice President’s visits and 
questions to CIA were not only not 
pressuring to change the views but 
were expected. 

One of the problems we find is that 
there is not enough questioning by pol-
icy users. By the way, one of the things 
they are attacking and one of the 
things that some of my colleagues have 
attacked is the office of Doug Feith, 
special policy—a two- or three-man op-
eration—had a Defense Intelligence 
Agency analyst working with him. 
They reviewed for the Department of 
Defense the Secretary of Defense, the 
intelligence estimates they had, and 
they questioned them. That is what 
they should have done. 

Somehow this office is being called 
unlawful by one of my colleagues. How 
bizarre. That is so far beyond the pale 
it is bizarre to say it is unlawful for a 
DIA agent working for the Secretary of 
Defense to question the CIA. Come on, 
gang. We need the CIA and the DIA to 
interact, get rid of group think, chal-
lenge those assessments. 

Unfortunately, this attack on Doug 
Feith in the Office of Special Projects 
has heavy overtones of anti-Semitism. 
We can see the charges. They talk 
about the ‘‘neocons’’ who are warping 
our intelligence. Unfortunately, that is 
their code word for Jewish public serv-
ants, and I believe that is an unaccept-
able way to go about challenging pol-
icy. It is not a fruitful endeavor. 

Going back to the political memo of 
2003, as I said, they wanted to contrast 
the views. They also said: 

Once we identify solid leads the majority 
does not want to pursue, we could attract 
more coverage and have greater credibility 
in that contact than one in which we simply 
launch an independent investigation based 
on principled but vague notions regarding 
the ‘‘use’’ of intelligence. 

Well, they are doing that because 
they are saying they want to go back 
and investigate Doug Feith’s office. 
They had no findings of anything that 
Mr. Feith did was illegal, unlawful, or 
unwarranted pressure, but they are 
choosing to attack him because he rep-
resents the ‘‘neocons.’’ I think my col-
leagues get what I mean. 

They go on to say: 
In the meantime, even without a specifi-

cally authorized independent investigation, 
we continue to act independently when we 
encounter foot-dragging on the part of the 
majority. 

They say, in summary, that intel-
ligence issues are clearly secondary to 
the public’s concern regarding the in-
surgency in Iraq. Yet we have an im-
portant role to play in revealing the 
misleading, if not flagrantly dishonest, 
methods and motives of the senior ad-
ministration officials who made the 
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case for a unilateral preemptive war. 
The approach outlined above seems to 
offer the best prospect for exposing the 
administration’s dubious motives and 
methods. 

That was the game plan that some of 
my colleagues took into this investiga-
tion of pre-Iraq war intelligence. That 
is deeply disappointing—disgusting, I 
would say—to say this is the game plan 
being played out on the floor to politi-
cize intelligence. 

Their conclusions about ‘‘mis-
leading,’’ about ‘‘pressure,’’ unfortu-
nately, are not supported by the facts. 
There was exhaustive examination and 
interviews. Chairman ROBERTS invited 
in anybody who claimed to know about 
improper pressure on the analysts and 
nobody could come forward with any-
thing. Nobody could come forward with 
any. No wrongdoing by Doug Feith, but 
they are still going at it. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are not troubled by an ab-
sence of fact. They have a political 
jihad. They have their crusade. They 
have sold, to too many people, the base 
canard that President Bush and Vice 
President CHENEY were not telling the 
truth when, in fact, the whole basis of 
that charge was a fraud and a hoax. 

As my colleague from Georgia said, 
we need to improve the intelligence op-
erations. We have a lot of work to do. 
But we also have some work to do in 
the Congress, and that is to get over 
attempting to use the Intelligence 
Committee and the intelligence com-
munity as a political weapon to attack 
our opponents. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 20, 2004] 

MR. WILSON’S DEFENSE 

After U.S. and British intelligence reports 
exposed his falsehoods in the last 10 days, 
Joe Wilson is finally defending himself. 
We’re therefore glad to return to this story 
one more time, because there are some larg-
er lessons here about the law, and for the 
Beltway media and Bush White House. 

Mr. Wilson’s defense, in essence, is that the 
‘‘Republican-written’’ Senate Intelligence 
Committee report is a partisan hatchet job. 
We could forgive people for being taken in by 
this, considering the way the Committee’s 
ranking Democrat, Jay Rockefeller, has been 
spinning it over the past week. But the fact 
is that the three most damning conclusions 
are contained not in Chairman Pat Roberts’s 
‘‘Additional Views,’’ but in the main body of 
the report approved by Mr. Rockefeller and 
seven other Democrats. 

Number one: The winner of last year’s 
Award for Truth Telling from the Nation 
magazine foundation didn’t tell the truth 
when he wrote that his wife, CIA officer Val-
erie Plame, ‘‘had nothing to do with’’ his se-
lection for the Niger mission. Mr. Wilson is 
now pretending there is some kind of impor-
tant distinction between whether she ‘‘rec-
ommended’’ or ‘‘proposed’’ him for the trip. 

Mr. Wilson had been denying any involve-
ment at all on Ms. Plame’s part, in order to 
suggest that her identity was disclosed by a 
still-unknown Administration official out of 
pure malice. If instead an Administration of-
ficial cited nepotism truthfully in order to 
explain the oddity of Mr. Wilson’s selection 
for the Niger mission, then there was no un-

derlying crime. Motive is crucial under the 
controlling statute. 

The 1982 Intelligence Identities Protection 
Act was written in the wake of the Philip 
Agee scandal to protect the CIA from delib-
erate subversion, not to protect the identi-
ties of agents and their spouses who choose 
to enter into a national political debate. In 
short, the entire leak probe now looks like a 
familiar Beltway case of criminalizing polit-
ical differences. Special Prosecutor Patrick 
Fitzgerald should fold up his tent. 

Number two: Joe Wilson didn’t tell the 
truth about how he supposedly came to real-
ize that it was ‘‘highly doubtful’’ there was 
anything to the story he’d been sent to Niger 
to investigate. He told everyone that he’d 
recognized as obvious forgeries the docu-
ments purporting to show an Iraq-Niger ura-
nium deal. But the forged documents to 
which he referred didn’t reach U.S. intel-
ligence until eight months after his trip. Mr. 
Wilson has said that he ‘‘misspoke’’—mul-
tiple times, apparently—on this issue. 

Number three: Joe Wilson was also not 
telling the truth when he said that his final 
report to the CIA had ‘‘debunked’’ the Niger 
story. The Senate Intelligence report—again, 
the bipartisan portion of it—says Mr. Wil-
son’s debrief was interpreted as providing 
‘‘some confirmation of foreign government 
service reporting’’ that Iraq had sought ura-
nium in Niger. That’s because Niger’s former 
Prime Minister had told Mr. Wilson he inter-
preted a 1999 visit from an Iraqi trade delega-
tion as showing an interest in uranium. 

This is a remarkable record of falsehood. 
We’ll let our readers judge if they think Mr. 
Wilson was deliberately wrong, and therefore 
can be said to have ‘‘lied.’’ We certainly 
know what critics would say if President 
Bush had been caught saying such things. 
But in any event, we’d think that the news 
outlets that broadcast Mr. Wilson’s story 
over the past year would want to retrace 
their own missteps. 

Mr. Wilson made three separate appear-
ances on NBC’s ‘‘Meet the Press,’’ according 
to the Weekly Standard. New York Times 
columnist Nick Kristof first brought the still 
anonymous Niger envoy to public attention 
in May 2003, so he too must feel burned by 
his source. Alone among major sellers of the 
Wilson story, the Washington Post has done 
an admirable job so far of correcting the 
record. 

Also remarkable is that the views of 
former CIA employee Larry Johnson con-
tinue to be cited anywhere on this and re-
lated issues. Mr. Johnson was certain last 
October that the disclosure of Ms. Plame’s 
identity was a purely ‘‘political attack,’’ 
now disproven. He is also a friend of Ms. 
Plame and the author of a summer 2001 op- 
ed titled ‘‘The Declining Terrorist Threat.’’ 
You’d think reporters would at least quote 
him with a political warning label. 

The final canard advanced by Mr. Wilson’s 
defenders is that our own recent editorials 
and other criticism was somehow ‘‘orches-
trated.’’ Well, by whom? Certainly not by 
the same White House that has been all too 
silent about this entire episode, in large part 
because it prematurely apologized last year 
for the ‘‘16 words’’ in a State of the Union 
address that have now been declared ‘‘well- 
founded’’ by Lord Butler’s inquiry in Britain. 
If Mr. Bush ends up losing the election over 
Iraq, it won’t be because he oversold the case 
for war but because he’s sometimes appeared 
to have lost confidence in the cause. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. How much time do we 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
41⁄2 minutes remaining. 

SENATE STANDARD OF 
MEASUREMENT 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, of 
course we all have spent a good deal of 
time concerned about the direction we 
are taking here, the number of things 
we are accomplishing, the fact that 
many of the things we would like to do 
have not been accomplished. I think 
that is a legitimate concern. We ought 
to try to deal with some of those 
issues. 

On the other hand, there have been a 
number of things done, of course. I 
think we have had the most obstruc-
tion in the movement here that we 
have seen in many years. Many impor-
tant issues have been stopped, have 
been obstructed, frankly, because our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
did not want to go forward with these 
issues, or wanted to hold them up 
where they could add all kinds of unre-
lated amendments to them. 

The Class Action Fairness Act, of 
course, was blocked. The fairness in as-
bestos injury resolution was blocked. 
The Patients First Act, the energy pol-
icy—probably one of the most impor-
tant issues we could have dealt with 
this entire year is still there. Charity 
aid, recovery, and empowerment legis-
lation, which gave strength to do 
things in the private sector, we were 
unable to do that; Personal Responsi-
bility, Work, and Family Promotion 
Act; workforce investment; five judges 
were held up simply for the purpose of 
holding them up. 

It is too bad. It is something we need 
to change. We ought to be concerned 
here with issues, not politics, not 
Kerry, not Bush, but talk about what 
the issues are here and the things we 
ought to be doing. Politics, of course, 
is part of our lives, but so is accom-
plishing something in the legislature. 

We have done some things. The Om-
nibus appropriations bill for this fiscal 
year was passed this year. It was de-
layed but nevertheless passed. The 
Pension Stability Act had to do with 
changing the requirements for putting 
money into pensions. That made that 
better. The accountability, flexibility 
and efficiency—the transportation 
bill—again, one of the most important 
bills we could possibly pass, we passed 
it in the Senate but, unfortunately, it 
is still hung up in conference. The 
Internet bill which allows for the mor-
atorium of taxation on the Internet, a 
good thing, was passed by the Senate. 

The Jumpstart Our Business 
Strength Act, of course, is one that is 
pending and ready to go, I hope, to the 
conference committee. This is the one 
that the WTO had the penalties on ex-
ports from the United States and we 
had a 3-percent reduction for those 
that exported goods and that gave us a 
penalty. Now we are changing that. 
There is also a great deal in that bill 
with regard to encouraging the econ-
omy to grow. 

So we have done a number of things. 
We have done some things to reduce 
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the redtape and the consumer initia-
tive, taxpayer protection, and IRS ac-
countability that strengthens the pro-
tection the taxpayers have in terms of 
what information is made public on 
their taxes. 

Strengthening and improving health 
care; we did the project bioshield. 
These things have passed the Senate 
but have not been completed yet large-
ly because we have not been able to go 
to conference on many of them. 

Here again we find obstacles in our 
way this year that we have never seen 
before. I guess it means we need to 
take a little look at our system. 

Keeping Americans safe at home—of 
course, we passed the unborn victims of 
violence bill that amends the Federal 
law regarding women who are as-
saulted, and an unborn child is killed, 
to allow the assailant to be charged. 

Flood insurance reform is very im-
portant. It amends the Flood Act to en-
courage damage mitigation. Homeland 
security has been something, of course, 
we have passed. 

Regarding crime, we have done a lot 
of things, even though we could do a 
great deal more, I am sure. 

Educational initiatives—the NASA 
Workforce Flexibility Act offers schol-
arships, incentives, for highly qualified 
students to move forward. 

IDEA reauthorization, the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Act, is one that 
is very important to be reauthorized 
and moved through. It was passed by 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to continue for 5 
more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THOMAS. The point is, we have a 
problem with the process here. Ob-
struction is available. I don’t think 
that is what is intended. 

At the same time, we have accom-
plished a good many things that cer-
tainly are important and that we need 
to recognize. 

I want to mention something that I 
believe is important, and that is taking 
a little look and having a way to have 
some measurement of the kinds of 
things that are brought up that are le-
gitimately congressional—Federal 
kinds of issues. 

I understand everyone has issues 
they would like to bring up. Frankly, 
some of them are inappropriate to be 
here on the Federal level. We continue 
to have more spending; we have more 
government; we have more involve-
ment in people’s lives. One of the rea-
sons is we have not set up some cri-
teria to say this is a good idea, but is 
it the thing that ought to be done in 
the Federal Government as opposed to 
State government or city government 
or county government? 

TOM FEENEY, from Florida, one of the 
House Members, put out an interesting 
idea. He has a little card like a credit 
card. It measures these things against 
issues. 

No. 1 is less government: Does the 
bill tend to reduce government regula-
tions, the size of government, elimi-
nate entitlements or unnecessary pro-
grams? That is one of the tests he has 
against the issue. 

No. 2 is lower taxes: Does the bill 
promote individual responsibility in 
spending or reducing taxes? It is a good 
idea to take a look at that. 

No. 3 is personal responsibility: Does 
the bill encourage responsible behavior 
among individuals and families, and 
encourage them to take care of their 
own issues to an extent? Remember, we 
don’t want the government in our 
lives, yet things have to be done. It is 
a choice: do we do them ourselves? 

No. 4 is individual freedom: Does the 
bill offer opportunities for individuals 
to do those kinds of things? 

No. 5 is stronger families: Is it some-
thing that contributes to the family 
function, the family structure in our 
country, which is obviously one of the 
most important things we have? 

Finally, No. 6, does it add to domes-
tic tranquility and national defense? 

I think those are interesting con-
cepts, interesting measurements that 
one might take—in their own mind, of 
course. Each person would have a dif-
ferent view of how to deal with it but 
to see if what is before us meets some 
of these measurements and does these 
things. 

First, I think we are going to have to 
do something about the kind of ob-
structionism we have seen that moves 
to keep us from doing what we need to 
do. Second, we need to recognize we 
have done a number of things and 
passed them in the Senate. Unfortu-
nately, they are not fully done. Maybe 
a little unrelated, but important to me, 
we ought to have some kind of stand-
ard we measure in our minds as to 
whether this is a legitimate thing, nec-
essary thing, appropriate thing to be 
done at the Federal level or indeed 
should be done other places. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

UNITED STATES-MOROCCO FREE- 
TRADE AGREEMENT IMPLEMEN-
TATION ACT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2677, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2677) to implement the United 

States-Morocco Free-Trade Agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, time until 11:30 
p.m. is equally divided for debate on or 
between the chairman and ranking 
member. 

The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
what is the pending matter? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss the Morocco-United States 
free-trade agreement, FTA, and the im-
pact this bilateral free trade agree-
ment will have on agricultural pro-
ducers in my State of South Dakota. 
While I retain concerns on a number of 
agreements negotiated under Trade 
Promotion Authority, TPA, as part of 
fast track trade negotiations navigated 
by the current administration, I see a 
potential positive impact on the South 
Dakota economy from a number of pro-
visions in this agreement. I am pleased 
that the needs of many sectors in our 
agricultural community were ac-
counted for while hammering out the 
terms included in this FTA. 

I am disappointed at the recent pas-
sage of the Australian free-trade agree-
ment, AFTA, which seriously weakens 
our ability to foster growth in the agri-
cultural sector. It is concerning that 
the adoption of the AFTA will hinder 
the retention of our agriculture pro-
ducers, exacerbate supply, and con-
sequently undermine our Federal price 
support programs. When dealing with 
sensitively priced commodities and a 
delicate supply and demand balance, I 
believe we must prudently evaluate the 
economic ramifications from any pro-
posed trade agreement. I am concerned 
for the rural communities in my home 
state of South Dakota, and I will con-
tinue to evaluate trade agreements on 
a case by case basis to ascertain the 
potential benefits and negative im-
pacts. 

Despite these concerns, I am pleased 
to see that the Moroccan free-trade 
agreement holds promise and provides 
a number of potentially rewarding 
terms for United States producers and 
ranchers. The agreement encompasses 
a wide variety of commodities that are 
important to the health of the rural 
economy in South Dakota, including 
beef, soybeans, wheat, corn and sor-
ghum. As in the case of beef, for exam-
ple, increasing market access under 
this agreement is imperative for ensur-
ing our producers and ranchers main-
tain ample opportunity for promoting 
quality American beef. This oppor-
tunity will be facilitated by a low in- 
tariff quota that will promptly be ze-
roed out. 

As in the case of soybeans, duties on 
soybeans used for processing will cease 
immediately. Duties on soybeans for 
processed soy products and other uses 
will be reduced by half in the first 
year, and eliminated entirely within a 
5-year timeframe. Additionally, wheat 
will benefit from this bilateral FTA. 
Fluctuating weather conditions 
present problematic conditions for Mo-
roccan farmers, and as a significant 
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wheat importer, a beneficial trading 
relationship can be established from 
increased market access to the King-
dom of Morocco. 

While I retain reservations about the 
direction the administration’s free 
trade agenda has taken, I am pleased 
that a free trade agreement has been 
proposed that has garnered the support 
of many American agriculture pro-
ducers, and will facilitate increased 
market access and positive economic 
impact for our rural communities. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on the pending measure 
before the Senate, the U.S.-Morocco 
free-trade agreement. Soon this body 
will likely pass the implementing leg-
islation and send it to the President for 
signature and subsequent enactment. 
Before that takes place, I believe it is 
important to outline to the people of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia my po-
sition on this matter and why I will 
vote in favor of its passage though it is 
not a perfect agreement. 

The enactment of free trade agree-
ments have the potential to increase 
the profitability of U.S. companies, in-
crease U.S. jobs, open new markets for 
U.S. products and services and engen-
der stronger relationships with other 
nations. However, the central tenet of 
such agreements must be fairness, 
clear benefit to all parties and a rel-
atively equitable number and degree of 
concessions. Understanding that in any 
negotiation there must be some give 
and take, it is counterproductive and 
damaging for the U.S. to agree to pro-
visions within these agreements that 
leave U.S. industries susceptible to 
loopholes that allow a non-party coun-
try duty free access to our market. 

In the case of the Morocco free-trade 
agreement I am speaking of the textile 
provisions. This agreement, while in 
many ways better than previous free 
trade agreements, would still allow for 
non-party countries to export yarn or 
fabric to Morocco and upon production 
into apparel, be imported into the 
United States duty-free. If our govern-
ment is going to negotiate an agree-
ment with another country and make 
concessions to secure an equally bene-
ficial arrangement, I cannot com-
prehend why loopholes would be in-
cluded to permit a third party to ben-
efit from the agreement without hav-
ing to meet the requirements or make 
the concessions of those party to the 
trade pact. 

Under a tariff preference level, the 
Morocco agreement will allow the use 
of fabric and yarn from a non-party of 
up to thirty million square meters 
equivalent. It is difficult to understand 
why such an exception is necessary, 
given that the total Moroccan trade in 
fabric and yarn with the U.S. in 2003 
was 16.477 million square meters equiv-
alent. I have been in contact with 
many in the domestic textile industry 
and have to sincerely agree with them 
that such a provision appears to be a 
substantial loophole that will ulti-
mately allow a country other than the 

U.S. or Morocco to benefit from the 
U.S.-Morocco free-trade agreement. 

The U.S. government has an obliga-
tion to the American worker to do 
away with the practice of providing ex-
ceptions like tariff preference levels. A 
third-party country that would provide 
yarn and fabric under these loopholes 
will have conceded nothing nor offered 
greater access to its market as it bene-
fits from the agreement negotiated be-
tween the U.S. and Morocco. Make no 
mistake, concessions like this can ad-
versely affect American jobs. Domestic 
textile production has provided Ameri-
cans stable, well-paying jobs for gen-
erations; however the enactment of 
free trade agreements that allow a 
party to go outside of the agreement 
but enjoy duty-free access has contrib-
uted to the growing number of unem-
ployed textile workers in this country. 

Going forward, I would strongly rec-
ommend to those negotiating trade 
agreements on behalf of the American 
people to visit Southside Virginia and 
gain a first-hand perspective on how 
the concessions made in trade pacts 
can impact not only a few families, but 
entire communities. We must make 
sure that when we are opening our 
markets to other countries through 
trade agreements that we do not allow 
a third party to benefit without being 
party to the requirements and conces-
sions of that trade agreement. 

Even with the grave concerns I have 
with the textile provisions of this 
agreement, I believe that on balance, it 
provides a net-plus for the working 
people of the United States. The reduc-
tion in tariffs and protection of intel-
lectual property and trademarks will 
provide great benefit to hundreds of 
thousands of U.S. jobs and further the 
global market share of their enter-
prises. Additionally, the relatively bal-
anced nature of the U.S.-Morocco free- 
trade agreement sets a valuable exam-
ple with the other developing countries 
around the world. 

The removal of tariffs on 95 percent 
of bilateral trade on the day of enact-
ment should greatly benefit the major-
ity of U.S. industries and their employ-
ees. Given that Morocco currently 
places a 20 percent duty on U.S. ex-
ports while the U.S. only assigns a four 
percent tariff on Moroccan exports this 
agreement makes a strong initial push 
for free and open trade. With strong 
U.S. industries like information tech-
nology, machinery and construction 
equipment poised to gain immediate 
duty-free access to Morocco; the U.S. 
should see positive gains in exports to 
Morocco in the near future. 

The domestic farming community 
will see tariffs on a large number of ag-
riculture products cut significantly or 
eliminated immediately. The reduction 
of tariffs and the implementation of 
new tariff-rate quotas on products like 
beef, poultry and wheat will likely re-
sult in a tremendous growth in the 
amount of U.S. agriculture products 
exported to Morocco. 

The U.S. has had a difficult time con-
vincing its trading partners to actively 

protect intellectual property and fully 
prosecute those found to be pirating or 
counterfeiting U.S. software, movies 
and music. I am pleased the Morocco 
agreement establishes new protections 
for intellectual property rights and in-
creases penalties for those found to en-
gage in the piracy and counterfeiting 
of U.S. products. 

Finally, the enactment of the U.S.- 
Morocco free-trade agreement sends a 
powerful message to developing na-
tions around the world. It is a clear in-
dication that the U.S. is interested in 
developing mutually beneficial eco-
nomic and trade relationships that can 
result in greater access to the U.S. 
market and hopefully closer ties with 
the U.S. Agreements like the Morocco 
trade pact provide a clear example for 
those countries in Africa and the Mid-
dle East willing to make political and 
economic reforms. 

In closing, I will vote in favor of the 
U.S.-Morocco free-trade agreement be-
cause comprehensively, it is beneficial 
to the U.S. business community. The 
reduction of tariffs and increased ac-
cess to markets will improve the prof-
itability of many U.S. companies and 
provide an example for future agree-
ments with tolerant, reform-minded, 
developing nations. This could have 
been an outstanding, purely positive 
agreement, rather than a good agree-
ment on balance. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
United States has enjoyed a close rela-
tionship with Morocco since 1777, when 
Morocco became the first nation to 
recognize the sovereignty of our fledg-
ling Government. Since then we have 
stood together through thick and thin, 
and Morocco today remains one of 
America’s dear friends. This free-trade 
agreement, FTA, will further strength-
en the bond between our two nations, 
and illustrates the benefits of greater 
economic ties with countries in the 
greater Middle East. 

Initially, the decision to begin nego-
tiations with Morocco was controver-
sial. But Morocco’s economic liberal-
ization and political reform efforts, 
combined with its role as a stabilizing 
force in the region, made the decision a 
simple one. 

The trade negotiations produced an 
agreement that will render more than 
95 percent of bilateral trade in con-
sumer and industrial products duty- 
free immediately. U.S. investors in Mo-
rocco will be increasingly able to rely 
on a secure, predictable legal frame-
work mandated by the FTA. U.S. 
banks, insurance companies, tele-
communications companies and others 
will get new access to markets within 
Morocco. 

In addition, U.S. firms are guaran-
teed a fair and transparent process for 
selling goods and services to a wide 
range of Moroccan Government enti-
ties, via the FTA’s government con-
tracting anti-corruption provisions. 
These kinds of measures are what we 
expect from a free-trade agreement. 
Unfortunately, this agreement also 
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contains protectionist language anti-
thetical to the tenets of free trade. 

As with the Australian FTA approved 
by the Senate last week, and the 
Singapore agreement that went into ef-
fect in January, the United States 
Trade Representative included lan-
guage that could impair Congress’s 
ability to pass and implement drug im-
portation legislation. Such legislation 
is not only something Congress has 
worked on for the past several years, 
but has also enacted. 

The provisions USTR slipped into the 
Singapore, Australia and Morocco 
FTAs have significant implications for 
drug importation. Let us be clear about 
this language—it is antifree trade, 
serves only to block American con-
sumers from accessing lower cost goods 
and services, and contravenes clear 
congressional intent. 

Congress has repeatedly voted, with 
bipartisan majorities, to allow drug 
importation. States and local govern-
ments are doing the same. An over-
whelming majority of Americans be-
lieve that they have a right to import 
more affordable medicines. So a simple 
question comes to mind: what is our 
Trade Representative, who is charged 
with representing the interests of the 
American people, doing? Why delib-
erately include language in bilateral 
trade agreements that could thwart 
importation efforts? Why flagrantly 
disregard the intent of Americans and 
their elected representatives? It seems 
to me that the special interests have 
again found friendly territory. 

When Americans wonder how this 
continues to happen, they should take 
a glance at the list of intellectual prop-
erty ‘‘advisors’’ that worked with the 
negotiators. These advisors include 
representatives from drug companies, 
the pharmaceutical industry as a 
whole, and other lobbyists with a di-
rect interest in blocking drug importa-
tion. How many public health and con-
sumer advocacy groups were included 
on this committee? Zero. 

The Singapore FTA was the first 
free-trade agreement to include lan-
guage that could impact drug importa-
tion. The Morocco FTA must be the 
last. 

Our trade negotiators must be less 
mindful of special interests and more 
responsive to the express intent of the 
Congress. We granted the President 
trade promotion authority, TPA, in 
2002 to demonstrate our Nation’s re-en-
ergized commitment to negotiating 
strong free-trade agreements. TPA was 
designed to lead to free trade, not more 
protection. 

This agreement is not the first in 
which the administration has made use 
of TPA to promote its politically expe-
dient policy priorities. Last year, im-
migration provisions were included in 
the Singapore and Chile FTAs. If the 
Administration is to continue to enjoy 
the privilege of TPA, trade agreements 
must no longer be vehicles that include 
items rightfully addressed by Congress 
under the Constitution. 

The United States has been and 
should be the leading promoter of an 
open global marketplace. Steel tariffs, 
agricultural subsidies in the farm bill, 
and other forms of protection, however, 
have damaged America’s free-trade cre-
dentials. If special interest carve-outs, 
like the one for the pharmaceutical in-
dustry in this FTA, continue to pollute 
our trade agreements, we will all be 
worse off. Our economy will suffer and 
our leadership role on trade will fur-
ther decline. 

I will vote yes, but let me reiterate 
what I said last week with respect to 
the Australia agreement: Should an-
other FTA being negotiated now or in 
the future come before the Senate with 
similar protections for special inter-
ests, I will find it even more difficult 
to vote in favor of it. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am dis-
appointed to see that the U.S.-Morocco 
Free-Trade Agreement contains patent 
protection language similar to that 
contained in the U.S.-Australia Free- 
Trade Agreement. Although I will not 
oppose this agreement on this one 
basis, I will oppose the use of this lan-
guage as a precedent for any future 
free-trade agreement. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I op-
posed the Morocco free-trade agree-
ment. Unfortunately, it is one more in 
what has become an increasing number 
of deeply flawed trade agreements. 
These agreements continue to jeop-
ardize U.S. jobs and businesses. They 
undermine environmental, health, and 
safety protections. They hinder our 
ability to loosen restrictions on re-
importation of FDA-approved prescrip-
tion drugs. They limit our ability to 
use our tax dollars to help our own 
businesses and workers through buy 
American policies, and to discourage 
corporations from reincorporating 
overseas, and they limit the ability of 
our democratic institutions to regulate 
essential services. 

But though I opposed this trade 
agreement, I want to underscore my 
firm belief that our bilateral relation-
ship with Morocco is extremely impor-
tant. We need our Moroccan partners if 
we are to succeed in pursuing our first 
foreign policy priority: the fight 
against al-Qaida and associated global 
terrorist organizations. The United 
States cannot afford to ignore this 
critical North African ally which has 
suffered, as we have, brutal terrorist 
attacks. We cannot fight terrorists 
without a strong international coali-
tion sharing crucial intelligence, dry-
ing up sources of financial and political 
support for terrorism, and tracking 
down terrorist leaders. In order to have 
a strong partner to count on, the U.S. 
must support the Moroccan people in 
their fight for basic human rights, 
their efforts to combat corruption, and 
their work to create the kinds of eco-
nomic opportunities that the country’s 
large population of youth need. With-
out these efforts, this population will 
stagnate and resentment will grow. 
The U.S. should be cultivating future 

partners in Morocco, not future an-
tagonists. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this Free Trade Agreement should have 
been easy for me to support. 

It is an agreement with a moderate 
Arab nation, an FTA that will inte-
grate Morocco’s economy with that of 
America. This FTA will aid Morocco’s 
economy, strengthen our ties with the 
Kingdom, and help to bolster the con-
tention that market economics can 
lead to a peaceful and prosperous mod-
erate Islam. 

What troubles me is the Bush admin-
istration’s ongoing inattention to the 
labor and environmental protections in 
trade agreements, which is inexcus-
able. This administration has refused 
to live up to the gold standard on labor 
and environmental protections, a 
standard set by the Clinton adminis-
tration when it negotiated the United 
States-Jordan Free Trade Agreement. 

Instead, President Bush and U.S. 
Trade Representative Robert Zoellick 
have backtracked, endorsing less strin-
gent protections in agreements with 
Chile and Singapore. The administra-
tion ignored the disapproval of many in 
Congress of those provisions. Stun-
ningly, the administration did not in-
clude Jordan-style provisions in the 
Morocco agreement, even though Mo-
roccan officials announced they would 
be willing to accept them. 

In short, President Bush settled for 
weaker protections than he could have 
gotten, and he did it for what would 
seem to be no reason other than to an-
tagonize labor groups, environmental 
groups and some in Congress. I find 
that deplorable. 

Despite the shortcomings of this 
agreement, however, and because Mo-
rocco is making progress on its labor 
and environmental laws, I will support 
this FTA to strengthen our ties with a 
moderate Arab nation that has been a 
good global citizen. 

Mr. BURNS. I have always said that 
I support free trade, as long as it is fair 
trade. The Morocco free-trade agree-
ment before us today is an excellent 
example of that principle. Once this 
agreement goes into effect, 95 percent 
of the tariffs on consumer and indus-
trial goods are eliminated, with the re-
maining tariffs eliminated in 9 years. 
This deal represents the best access to 
a developing country yet. I applaud 
Ambassador Zoellick for his hard work 
in achieving a balanced free trade 
agreement that provides significant 
benefits to both trade partners. 

Morocco imports more than $11 bil-
lion in goods each year, with $475 mil-
lion coming from the United States. 
We have an opportunity to increase the 
United States presence in this emerg-
ing market. Current circumstances are 
certainly less than ideal for American 
goods: imports from the United States 
face a stiff tariff, over 20 percent. In 
Montana, we have not yet benefited 
from trade with Morocco, and I can 
only hope that passage of this agree-
ment today will allow us to begin ex-
ploring the advantages that it can offer 
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Montanans and Moroccans alike, with-
out unreasonable tariff barriers for our 
products. 

I am especially pleased at the agri-
culture provisions in this FTA. Too 
often, free trade agreements represent 
a losing deal for Montana’s farmers and 
ranchers, but I believe this agreement 
shows a commitment to fair trade for 
agriculture. In 2003, the United States 
exported over $152 million in agricul-
tural products to Morocco. Under this 
agreement, that number could more 
than double, and I expect that some of 
that increase will be Montana beef and 
grains. According to an analysis by the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, 
‘‘the agreement is expected to result in 
a 10-to-1 gain for the U.S. agriculture 
sector, which already enjoys a positive 
trade balance with Morocco.’’ 

I commend the Trade Representative 
for the wheat provisions in this FTA. I 
know that Morocco expressed some se-
rious concerns about negotiating ac-
cess for U.S. wheat, and Ambassador 
Zoellick worked hard to keep wheat on 
the table. Under this agreement, U.S. 
wheat exports could experience a five- 
fold increase. At the same time, the 
Agreement is sensitive to Moroccan do-
mestic wheat producers. While we 
would always prefer tariffs to be com-
pletely eliminated, the expansion of 
tariff rate quotas, TRQs, in this agree-
ment will allow Montana wheat pro-
ducers vastly expanded access to Mo-
roccan markets. Currently, wheat tar-
iffs on U.S. exports to Morocco run as 
high as 135 percent. The commitments 
to reduce tariffs and expand TRQs are 
positive changes for our wheat pro-
ducers. 

In addition, the agreement includes 
an important provision that ensures 
long-term fair access. If Morocco pro-
vides other trading partners pref-
erential access that is better than what 
we have here today, Morocco has 
agreed to immediately extend that 
treatment to the same U.S. product. 
This guarantees a level playing field 
for our agriculture producers. Finally, 
Morocco has also agreed to work with 
us at the WTO negotiations to limit 
the trade-distorting power of state 
trading enterprises. This is the same 
agreement that we secured in the Aus-
tralia Free Trade Agreement approved 
last week. I am pleased to see a grow-
ing international consensus that state 
trading enterprises, like the Canadian 
Wheat Board, must be addressed to pro-
vide for real free and fair trade. I urge 
Ambassador Zoellick to continue fo-
cusing on this important issue. 

Montana cattle producers also stand 
to benefit from this deal. Access to Mo-
roccan markets for high quality beef— 
the kind of beef American cattle pro-
ducers are known for is greatly in-
creased. Tariffs on U.S. beef are often 
as high as 275 percent. The commit-
ment to reduce these tariffs and to ex-
pand TRQs will allow domestic cattle 
producers to send prime and choice 
beef into Morocco hotels and res-
taurants, providing Morocco substan-

tial tourism industry with the quality 
it demands. In addition, Morocco has 
agreed to accept U.S. inspection stand-
ards for beef, which will allow our 
products immediate access to Moroc-
can markets. This is a fair deal for our 
cattle producers. 

In addition to the benefits to agri-
culture, service providers, such as tele-
communications and construction, will 
have enhanced access to Moroccan 
markets. Telecommunications will be 
provided with non discriminatory ac-
cess to the network. Intellectual prop-
erty protection is provided, as are 
agreements on labor and environ-
mental standards. The Morocco free- 
trade agreement represents an impor-
tant step toward the President’s goal 
of establishing a Middle East Free 
Trade Area, and I am pleased to offer 
my support. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I spoke 
yesterday about the Morocco free-trade 
agreement and its benefits for both the 
United States and Morocco. 

I hope and expect that when we vote 
on the Morocco implementing bill, the 
bill will pass by an overwhelming mar-
gin. 

That is a fitting way to cap a busy 
month on trade and head into the sum-
mer recess. 

As I look back at the accomplish-
ments on trade since the beginning of 
the year, I am pleased at how much we 
have done. It would be considered a full 
plate in any year, but in an election 
year, it is especially gratifying to have 
achieved so much. 

We passed the JOBS Bill, a complex 
tax measure that will help create jobs 
in America and bring the United States 
into compliance with the WTO. That 
bill passed the Senate overwhelmingly 
with 92 votes. 

We extended and enhanced an impor-
tant trade and development program 
for Africa—the Africa Growth and Op-
portunity Act through a unanimous 
vote. 

We created a different trade and de-
velopment program for Haiti, also 
through a unanimous vote. 

And of course, just last week, we 
passed the Australia free-trade agree-
ment implementing bill with 80 votes. 

It has been a busy year. 
I am heartened by the strong votes 

all these measures attracted. No vic-
tory is ever easy. They are hard fought 
by people working every day to do the 
right thing. 

I want to congratulate Senator 
GRASSLEY and his staff for their leader-
ship, and Ambassador Zoellick and his 
excellent negotiating team for all their 
hard work. 

As I look ahead, there will be some 
difficult issues to confront. I believe we 
have more work to do to rebuild a 
strong consensus on trade. We could do 
better on both the substance of trade 
agreements and on the process of con-
sidering them. 

I also believe we should be devoting 
more of our resources toward enforcing 
trade agreements we already have. 

But today, I would like to focus on 
our successes on all we have already 
accomplished, and on what we are 
about to do. 

When we vote to approve the Mo-
rocco legislation, we will be solidifying 
our oldest diplomatic relationship in 
the world. 

We will be giving reform-minded gov-
ernments in developing countries 
around the world incentive to redouble 
their efforts to modernize their econo-
mies. 

We will also be setting a new stand-
ard for agreements with developing 
countries in a variety of important 
areas. These include intellectual prop-
erty, market access, and even agri-
culture. 

The Morocco agreement is a good 
agreement. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for it. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, just 
over 2 months ago I expressed my in-
terest in seeing both the U.S.-Australia 
and the U.S.-Morocco free-trade agree-
ments pass the Congress by the August 
recess. A lot of people resisted this ef-
fort, arguing that it would be impos-
sible for both the House and Senate to 
hold hearings, prepare the legislation, 
conduct mock mark-ups, report the 
bills, and pass implementing legisla-
tion for two free trade agreements in 
just two months. While the task was 
indeed difficult, I am very pleased to 
say that we are on the verge of achiev-
ing my goal today. 

In just a few moments the U.S. Sen-
ate will have an historic opportunity 
to strengthen our relations with Mo-
rocco with the passage of the United 
States-Morocco Free-Trade Agreement 
Implementation Act. While nothing is 
certain, I expect this legislation to 
pass with strong bipartisan support. 
Passage of this legislation follows on 
the heels of a strong Senate vote in 
favor of the United States-Australia 
Free-Trade Agreement last week. The 
Australia bill itself was preceded by re-
newal and extension of the Africa 
Growth and Opportunity Act, which 
passed the Senate by unanimous con-
sent on June 24 of this year. Prior to 
that, the Senate was able to work out 
its differences and pass the JOBS Act 
by a vote of 92 to 5. I will note that 
each of these bills passed in an election 
year, a year in which many pundits ar-
gued that nothing would get done. I 
also want to point out the broad bipar-
tisan support which each of these bills 
received. In my mind, it is that ele-
ment—bipartisanship—that is the key 
to our success. 

I want to thank my ranking member, 
Senator BAUCUS, and the members of 
the Finance Committee for working 
with me to bring these bills to fruition. 
There are a lot of demands placed upon 
Finance Committee members and their 
staffs, and I appreciate their hard work 
and dedication in helping us produce 
legislation that will receive broad bi-
partisan support in the Senate. 

Turning to the bill at hand, passage 
of the United States-Morocco Free- 
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Trade Agreement Implementation Act 
will help strengthen our relationship 
with a long-standing friend and ally of 
the United States. For over two hun-
dred years, our two nations have en-
joyed a strong and mutually beneficial 
relationship. Today, Morocco is a coun-
try in transition. It is a country that 
recognizes that its long-term economic 
prosperity lies not in shutting itself off 
to the world, but in opening up to the 
world. It is in large part Morocco’s 
willingness to embrace free market and 
democratic principles that led Presi-
dent Bush to select Morocco as a po-
tential free trade partner. This free- 
trade agreement will help lock in and 
hasten reforms that the Moroccan Gov-
ernment embraced on its own initia-
tive. I am confident that this agree-
ment will spur growth and opportunity 
for Morocco and its people. 

This trade agreement is also very 
good for the United States, especially 
U.S. agriculture. Implementation of 
the agreement is expected to help ad-
vance U.S. agriculture exports to Mo-
rocco to unprecedented heights, ena-
bling us to better compete with the Eu-
ropean Union, Canada, and South 
America in the Moroccan market. 

Many people worked hard to see to-
day’s vote become a reality. First and 
foremost, this would not have hap-
pened without the leadership of Presi-
dent George W. Bush. As I have noted 
before, President Bush is committed to 
building the U.S. economy by opening 
the world’s markets to U.S. goods and 
services. The United States-Morocco 
Free-Trade Agreement is just the lat-
est of his achievements in this regard. 

The United States Trade Representa-
tive, Ambassador Robert B. Zoellick, 
also merits special recognition and 
commendation for his efforts in negoti-
ating this agreement. His commitment 
to expanding U.S. trade opportunities 
is steadfast, for which I am grateful. I 
also want to express my thanks to 
John Veroneau, the general counsel in 
the Office of United States Trade Rep-
resentative, Matt Niemeyer, the As-
sistant U.S. Trade Representative for 
Congressional Affairs, and Lisa Coen, 
Deputy Assistant U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative for Congressional Affairs, 
for their many efforts to ensure that 
the committee was fully apprised of de-
velopments during the negotiations 
and their efforts to resolve concerns 
raised by members as the committee 
informally considered proposed imple-
menting legislation for this trade 
agreement. In addition, I thank Mi-
chael Smythers, a special assistant to 
the President working in the White 
House Office of Legislative Affairs, for 
his efforts to facilitate our consider-
ation of this implementing legislation. 

I commend my colleagues on the Fi-
nance Committee for their interest in 
seeing that this trade agreement was 
concluded and that the implementing 
legislation was passed without delay. I 
would like to extend a special thanks 
to the ranking member of the com-
mittee, Senator BAUCUS. We have 

worked together over the years to ex-
pand trade opportunities for the ben-
efit of U.S. farmers, ranchers, manufac-
turers, and service workers, and to ben-
efit U.S. consumers. I am quite pleased 
with the outcome of our current efforts 
with the imminent passage of this im-
plementing bill today. 

My trade staff on the Finance Com-
mittee worked diligently over the past 
several weeks on developing the imple-
menting bill and other materials con-
nected with it. My goal was to have 
this legislation passed prior to the Au-
gust recess, and they were instru-
mental in making this happen. More-
over, my trade staff engaged in con-
sultations with officials from the Of-
fice of the United States Trade Rep-
resentative throughout the negotia-
tions, which began way back in Janu-
ary 2003, so this has been a long process 
for them. I greatly appreciate their 
hard work. 

My chief counsel and staff director, 
Kolan Davis, deserves recognition. His 
dedication and skills are instrumental 
in advancing the Finance Committee’s 
agenda. The Chief International Trade 
Counsel of the Finance Committee, 
Everett Eissenstat, also deserves spe-
cial mention. His expertise in trade 
policy and his ability to juggle mul-
tiple trade priorities simultaneously 
are key to the Committee’s success. I 
would also like to recognize the other 
members of my trade staff—my two 
trade counsels, David Johanson and 
Stephen Schaefer, for their invaluable 
technical assistance throughout this 
process. Additionally, the work of Zach 
Paulsen, Dan Shepherdson, and Tiffany 
McCullen, is appreciated, for their 
dedication to the Finance Committee’s 
work and to the people of Iowa. With-
out the diligence and hard work of my 
staff, we would not be at the point we 
are today. 

Senator BAUCUS’ trade staff also de-
serves recognition. The Democratic 
staff director on the Finance Com-
mittee, Russ Sullivan, and the deputy 
staff director, Bill Dauster, worked 
well with my staff throughout the 
process. I also appreciate the efforts of 
Tim Punke, Senator BAUCUS’ Chief 
International Trade Counsel, as well as 
Brian Pomper, John Gilliland, Shara 
Aranoff, Sara Andrews, and Pascal 
Niedermann. 

Finally, I would like to thank Polly 
Craighill of the Office of the Senate 
Legislative Counsel for the many hours 
she put into drafting the implementing 
bill. Without her patience, hard work, 
and drafting skills, today’s vote would 
not have been possible. 

I look forward to the signing of this 
legislation into law by President Bush. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second. 

There is a sufficient second. 
The bill having been read the third 

time, the question is, Shall the bill 
pass? 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from North Carolina (Mr. 
EDWARDS) and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 85, 
nays 13, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 159 Leg.] 

YEAS—85 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 

Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Durbin 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham (FL) 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Pryor 
Reed 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—13 

Akaka 
Byrd 
Dole 
Dorgan 
Feingold 

Graham (SC) 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Leahy 
Reid 

Sessions 
Shelby 
Voinovich 

NOT VOTING—2 

Edwards Kerry 

The bill (S. 2677) was passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 2677 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘United States-Morocco Free Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Purposes. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 

TITLE I—APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 
PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE 
AGREEMENT 

Sec. 101. Approval and entry into force of 
the Agreement. 

Sec. 102. Relationship of the Agreement to 
United States and State law. 

Sec. 103. Implementing actions in anticipa-
tion of entry into force and ini-
tial regulations. 

Sec. 104. Consultation and layover provi-
sions for, and effective date of, 
proclaimed actions. 

Sec. 105. Administration of dispute settle-
ment proceedings. 

Sec. 106. Arbitration of claims. 
Sec. 107. Effective dates; effect of termi-

nation. 

TITLE II—CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 201. Tariff modifications. 
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Sec. 202. Additional duties on certain agri-

cultural goods. 
Sec. 203. Rules of origin. 
Sec. 204. Enforcement relating to trade in 

textile and apparel goods. 
Sec. 205. Regulations. 

TITLE III—RELIEF FROM IMPORTS 
Sec. 301. Definitions. 
Subtitle A—Relief From Imports Benefiting 

From the Agreement 
Sec. 311. Commencing of action for relief. 
Sec. 312. Commission action on petition. 
Sec. 313. Provision of relief. 
Sec. 314. Termination of relief authority. 
Sec. 315. Compensation authority. 
Sec. 316. Confidential business information. 

Subtitle B—Textile and Apparel Safeguard 
Measures 

Sec. 321. Commencement of action for relief. 
Sec. 322. Determination and provision of re-

lief. 
Sec. 323. Period of relief. 
Sec. 324. Articles exempt from relief. 
Sec. 325. Rate after termination of import 

relief. 
Sec. 326. Termination of relief authority. 
Sec. 327. Compensation authority. 
Sec. 328. Business confidential information. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are— 
(1) to approve and implement the Free 

Trade Agreement between the United States 
and Morocco entered into under the author-
ity of section 2103(b) of the Bipartisan Trade 
Promotion Authority Act of 2002 (19 U.S.C. 
3803(b)); 

(2) to strengthen and develop economic re-
lations between the United States and Mo-
rocco for their mutual benefit; 

(3) to establish free trade between the 2 na-
tions through the reduction and elimination 
of barriers to trade in goods and services and 
to investment; and 

(4) to lay the foundation for further co-
operation to expand and enhance the benefits 
of such Agreement. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Agreement’’ 

means the United States-Morocco Free 
Trade Agreement approved by Congress 
under section 101(a)(1). 

(2) HTS.—The term ‘‘HTS’’ means the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States. 

(3) TEXTILE OR APPAREL GOOD.—The term 
‘‘textile or apparel good’’ means a good list-
ed in the Annex to the Agreement on Tex-
tiles and Clothing referred to in section 
101(d)(4) of the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(4)). 

TITLE I—APPROVAL OF, AND GENERAL 
PROVISIONS RELATING TO, THE AGREE-
MENT 

SEC. 101. APPROVAL AND ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE AGREEMENT. 

(a) APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT AND STATE-
MENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION.—Pursuant 
to section 2105 of the Bipartisan Trade Pro-
motion Authority Act of 2002 (19 U.S.C. 3805) 
and section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 
U.S.C. 2191), Congress approves— 

(1) the United States-Morocco Free Trade 
Agreement entered into on June 15, 2004, 
with Morocco and submitted to Congress on 
lllllll, 2004; and 

(2) the statement of administrative action 
proposed to implement the Agreement that 
was submitted to Congress on lllllll, 
2004. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR ENTRY INTO FORCE OF 
THE AGREEMENT.—At such time as the Presi-
dent determines that Morocco has taken 
measures necessary to bring it into compli-
ance with those provisions of the Agreement 

that are to take effect on the date on which 
the Agreement enters into force, the Presi-
dent is authorized to exchange notes with 
the Government of Morocco providing for the 
entry into force, on or after January 1, 2005, 
of the Agreement with respect to the United 
States. 
SEC. 102. RELATIONSHIP OF THE AGREEMENT TO 

UNITED STATES AND STATE LAW. 
(a) RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO UNITED 

STATES LAW.— 
(1) UNITED STATES LAW TO PREVAIL IN CON-

FLICT.—No provision of the Agreement, nor 
the application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance, which is incon-
sistent with any law of the United States 
shall have effect. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed— 

(A) to amend or modify any law of the 
United States, or 

(B) to limit any authority conferred under 
any law of the United States, 
unless specifically provided for in this Act. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO STATE 
LAW.— 

(1) LEGAL CHALLENGE.—No State law, or 
the application thereof, may be declared in-
valid as to any person or circumstance on 
the ground that the provision or application 
is inconsistent with the Agreement, except 
in an action brought by the United States for 
the purpose of declaring such law or applica-
tion invalid. 

(2) DEFINITION OF STATE LAW.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘‘State law’’ in-
cludes— 

(A) any law of a political subdivision of a 
State; and 

(B) any State law regulating or taxing the 
business of insurance. 

(c) EFFECT OF AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO 
PRIVATE REMEDIES.—No person other than 
the United States— 

(1) shall have any cause of action or de-
fense under the Agreement or by virtue of 
congressional approval thereof; or 

(2) may challenge, in any action brought 
under any provision of law, any action or in-
action by any department, agency, or other 
instrumentality of the United States, any 
State, or any political subdivision of a State, 
on the ground that such action or inaction is 
inconsistent with the Agreement. 
SEC. 103. IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS IN ANTICIPA-

TION OF ENTRY INTO FORCE AND 
INITIAL REGULATIONS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTING ACTIONS.— 
(1) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—After the 

date of the enactment of this Act— 
(A) the President may proclaim such ac-

tions, and 
(B) other appropriate officers of the United 

States Government may issue such regula-
tions, 

as may be necessary to ensure that any pro-
vision of this Act, or amendment made by 
this Act, that takes effect on the date the 
Agreement enters into force is appropriately 
implemented on such date, but no such proc-
lamation or regulation may have an effec-
tive date earlier than the date the Agree-
ment enters into force. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN PROCLAIMED 
ACTIONS.—Any action proclaimed by the 
President under the authority of this Act 
that is not subject to the consultation and 
layover provisions under section 104 may not 
take effect before the 15th day after the date 
on which the text of the proclamation is pub-
lished in the Federal Register. 

(3) WAIVER OF 15-DAY RESTRICTION.—The 15- 
day restriction in paragraph (2) on the tak-
ing effect of proclaimed actions is waived to 
the extent that the application of such re-
striction would prevent the taking effect on 
the date the Agreement enters into force of 
any action proclaimed under this section. 

(b) INITIAL REGULATIONS.—Initial regula-
tions necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the actions required by or authorized under 
this Act or proposed in the statement of ad-
ministrative action submitted under section 
101(a)(2) to implement the Agreement shall, 
to the maximum extent feasible, be issued 
within 1 year after the date on which the 
Agreement enters into force. In the case of 
any implementing action that takes effect 
on a date after the date on which the Agree-
ment enters into force, initial regulations to 
carry out that action shall, to the maximum 
extent feasible, be issued within 1 year after 
such effective date. 
SEC. 104. CONSULTATION AND LAYOVER PROVI-

SIONS FOR, AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF, PROCLAIMED ACTIONS. 

If a provision of this Act provides that the 
implementation of an action by the Presi-
dent by proclamation is subject to the con-
sultation and layover requirements of this 
section, such action may be proclaimed only 
if— 

(1) the President has obtained advice re-
garding the proposed action from— 

(A) the appropriate advisory committees 
established under section 135 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155); and 

(B) the United States International Trade 
Commission; 

(2) the President has submitted to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives a report that sets forth— 

(A) the action proposed to be proclaimed 
and the reasons therefor; and 

(B) the advice obtained under paragraph 
(1); 

(3) a period of 60 calendar days, beginning 
on the first day on which the requirements 
set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) have been 
met has expired; and 

(4) the President has consulted with such 
Committees regarding the proposed action 
during the period referred to in paragraph 
(3). 
SEC. 105. ADMINISTRATION OF DISPUTE SETTLE-

MENT PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OR DESIGNATION OF OF-

FICE.—The President is authorized to estab-
lish or designate within the Department of 
Commerce an office that shall be responsible 
for providing administrative assistance to 
panels established under chapter 20 of the 
Agreement. The office may not be considered 
to be an agency for purposes of section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year after fiscal year 2004 to the 
Department of Commerce such sums as may 
be necessary for the establishment and oper-
ations of the office under subsection (a) and 
for the payment of the United States share 
of the expenses of panels established under 
chapter 20 of the Agreement. 
SEC. 106. ARBITRATION OF CLAIMS. 

The United States is authorized to resolve 
any claim against the United States covered 
by article 10.15.1(a)(i)(C) or article 
10.15.1(b)(i)(C) of the Agreement, pursuant to 
the Investor-State Dispute Settlement pro-
cedures set forth in section B of chapter 10 of 
the Agreement. 
SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATES; EFFECT OF TERMI-

NATION. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATES.—Except as provided 

in subsection (b), the provisions of this Act 
and the amendments made by this Act take 
effect on the date the Agreement enters into 
force. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Sections 1 through 3 and 
this title take effect on the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

(c) TERMINATION OF THE AGREEMENT.—On 
the date on which the Agreement termi-
nates, the provisions of this Act (other than 
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this subsection) and the amendments made 
by this Act shall cease to be effective. 

TITLE II—CUSTOMS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. TARIFF MODIFICATIONS. 

(a) TARIFF MODIFICATIONS PROVIDED FOR IN 
THE AGREEMENT.— 

(1) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—The Presi-
dent may proclaim— 

(A) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(B) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(C) such additional duties, 

as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to carry out or apply articles 
2.3, 2.5, 2.6, 4.1, 4.3.9, 4.3.10, 4.3.11, 4.3.13, 4.3.14, 
and 4.3.15, and Annex IV of the Agreement. 

(2) EFFECT ON MOROCCAN GSP STATUS.—Not-
withstanding section 502(a)(1) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2462(a)(1)), the Presi-
dent shall terminate the designation of Mo-
rocco as a beneficiary developing country for 
purposes of title V of the Trade Act of 1974 
on the date of entry into force of the Agree-
ment. 

(b) OTHER TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.—Subject 
to the consultation and layover provisions of 
section 104, the President may proclaim— 

(1) such modifications or continuation of 
any duty, 

(2) such modifications as the United States 
may agree to with Morocco regarding the 
staging of any duty treatment set forth in 
Annex IV of the Agreement, 

(3) such continuation of duty-free or excise 
treatment, or 

(4) such additional duties, 
as the President determines to be necessary 
or appropriate to maintain the general level 
of reciprocal and mutually advantageous 
concessions with respect to Morocco pro-
vided for by the Agreement. 

(c) CONVERSION TO AD VALOREM RATES.— 
For purposes of subsections (a) and (b), with 
respect to any good for which the base rate 
in the Tariff Schedule of the United States 
to Annex IV of the Agreement is a specific or 
compound rate of duty, the President may 
substitute for the base rate an ad valorem 
rate that the President determines to be 
equivalent to the base rate. 
SEC. 202. ADDITIONAL DUTIES ON CERTAIN AGRI-

CULTURAL GOODS. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AGRICULTURAL SAFEGUARD GOOD.—The 

term ‘‘agricultural safeguard good’’ means a 
good— 

(A) that qualifies as an originating good 
under section 203; 

(B) that is included in the U.S. Agricul-
tural Safeguard List set forth in Annex 3–A 
of the Agreement; and 

(C) for which a claim for preferential treat-
ment under the Agreement has been made. 

(2) APPLICABLE NTR (MFN) RATE OF DUTY.— 
The term ‘‘applicable NTR (MFN) rate of 
duty’’ means, with respect to an agricultural 
safeguard good, a rate of duty that is the 
lesser of— 

(A) the column 1 general rate of duty that 
would have been imposed under the HTS on 
the same agricultural safeguard good en-
tered, without a claim for preferential tariff 
treatment, on the date on which the addi-
tional duty is imposed under subsection (b); 
or 

(B) the column 1 general rate of duty that 
would have been imposed under the HTS on 
the same agricultural safeguard good en-
tered, without a claim for preferential tariff 
treatment, on December 31, 2004. 

(3) F.O.B.—The term ‘‘F.O.B.’’ means free 
on board, regardless of the mode of transpor-
tation, at the point of direct shipment by the 
seller to the buyer. 

(4) SCHEDULE RATE OF DUTY.—The term 
‘‘schedule rate of duty’’ means, with respect 

to an agricultural safeguard good, the rate of 
duty for that good set out in the Tariff 
Schedule of the United States to Annex IV of 
the Agreement. 

(5) TRIGGER PRICE.—The ‘‘trigger price’’ for 
a good means the trigger price indicated for 
that good in the U.S. Agricultural Safeguard 
List set forth in Annex 3–A of the Agreement 
or any amendment thereto. 

(6) UNIT IMPORT PRICE.—The ‘‘unit import 
price’’ of a good means the price of the good 
determined on the basis of the F.O.B. import 
price of the good, expressed in either dollars 
per kilogram or dollars per liter, whichever 
unit of measure is indicated for the good in 
the U.S. Agricultural Safeguard List set 
forth in Annex 3–A of the Agreement. 

(b) ADDITIONAL DUTIES ON AGRICULTURAL 
SAFEGUARD GOODS.— 

(1) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.—In addition to any 
duty proclaimed under subsection (a) or (b) 
of section 201, and subject to paragraphs (3), 
(4), (5), and (6) of this subsection, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall assess a duty on 
an agricultural safeguard good, in the 
amount determined under paragraph (2), if 
the Secretary determines that the unit im-
port price of the good when it enters the 
United States is less than the trigger price 
for that good. 

(2) CALCULATION OF ADDITIONAL DUTY.—The 
additional duty assessed under this sub-
section on an agricultural safeguard good 
shall be an amount determined in accord-
ance with the following table: 
If the excess of the trig-

ger price over the 
unit import price is: 

The additional duty is an 
amount equal to: 

Not more than 10 percent 
of the trigger price.

0. 

More than 10 percent but 
not more than 40 per-
cent of the trigger 
price.

30 percent of the excess 
of the applicable NTR 
(MFN) rate of duty 
over the schedule rate 
of duty. 

More than 40 percent but 
not more than 60 per-
cent of the trigger 
price.

50 percent of such excess. 

More than 60 percent but 
not more than 75 per-
cent of the trigger 
price.

70 percent of such excess. 

More than 75 percent of 
the trigger price.

100 percent of such ex-
cess. 

(3) EXCEPTIONS.—No additional duty shall 
be assessed on a good under this subsection 
if, at the time of entry, the good is subject 
to import relief under— 

(A) subtitle A of title III of this Act; or 
(B) chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 

1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.). 
(4) TERMINATION.—The assessment of an ad-

ditional duty on a good under this subsection 
shall cease to apply to that good on the date 
on which duty-free treatment must be pro-
vided to that good under the Tariff Schedule 
of the United States to Annex IV of the 
Agreement. 

(5) TARIFF-RATE QUOTAS.—If an agricultural 
safeguard good is subject to a tariff-rate 
quota under the Agreement, any additional 
duty assessed under this subsection shall be 
applied only to over-quota imports of the 
good. 

(6) NOTICE.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Secretary of the 
Treasury assesses an additional duty on a 
good under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall notify the Government of Morocco in 
writing of such action and shall provide to 
the Government of Morocco data supporting 
the assessment of additional duties. 
SEC. 203. RULES OF ORIGIN. 

(a) APPLICATION AND INTERPRETATION.—In 
this section: 

(1) TARIFF CLASSIFICATION.—The basis for 
any tariff classification is the HTS. 

(2) REFERENCE TO HTS.—Whenever in this 
section there is a reference to a heading or 

sub-heading, such reference shall be a ref-
erence to a heading or subheading of the 
HTS. 

(b) ORIGINATING GOODS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this Act 

and for purposes of implementing the pref-
erential tariff treatment provided for under 
the Agreement, a good is an originating good 
if— 

(A) the good is imported directly— 
(i) from the territory of Morocco into the 

territory of the United States; or 
(ii) from the territory of the United States 

into the territory of Morocco; and 
(B)(i) the good is a good wholly the growth, 

product, or manufacture of Morocco or the 
United States, or both; 

(ii) the good (other than a good to which 
clause (iii) applies) is a new or different arti-
cle of commerce that has been grown, pro-
duced, or manufactured in Morocco, the 
United States, or both, and meets the re-
quirements of paragraph (2); or 

(iii)(I) the good is a good covered by Annex 
4–A or 5–A of the Agreement; 

(II)(aa) each of the nonoriginating mate-
rials used in the production of the good un-
dergoes an applicable change in tariff classi-
fication specified in such Annex as a result 
of production occurring entirely in the terri-
tory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both; or 

(bb) the good otherwise satisfies the re-
quirements specified in such Annex; and 

(III) the good satisfies all other applicable 
requirements of this section. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—A good described in 
paragraph (1)(B)(ii) is an originating good 
only if the sum of— 

(A) the value of each material produced in 
the territory of Morocco or the United 
States, or both, and 

(B) the direct costs of processing oper-
ations performed in the territory of Morocco 
or the United States, or both, 

is not less than 35 percent of the appraised 
value of the good at the time the good is en-
tered into the territory of the United States. 

(c) CUMULATION.— 
(1) ORIGINATING GOOD OR MATERIAL INCOR-

PORATED INTO GOODS OF OTHER COUNTRY.—An 
originating good or a material produced in 
the territory of Morocco or the United 
States, or both, that is incorporated into a 
good in the territory of the other country 
shall be considered to originate in the terri-
tory of the other country. 

(2) MULTIPLE PROCEDURES.—A good that is 
grown, produced, or manufactured in the ter-
ritory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both, by 1 or more producers, is an origi-
nating good if the good satisfies the require-
ments of subsection (b) and all other applica-
ble requirements of this section. 

(d) VALUE OF MATERIALS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the value of a material pro-
duced in the territory of Morocco or the 
United States, or both, includes the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The price actually paid or payable for 
the material by the producer of such good. 

(B) The freight, insurance, packing, and all 
other costs incurred in transporting the ma-
terial to the producer’s plant, if such costs 
are not included in the price referred to in 
subparagraph (A). 

(C) The cost of waste or spoilage resulting 
from the use of the material in the growth, 
production, or manufacture of the good, less 
the value of recoverable scrap. 

(D) Taxes or customs duties imposed on 
the material by Morocco, the United States, 
or both, if the taxes or customs duties are 
not remitted upon exportation from the ter-
ritory of Morocco or the United States, as 
the case may be. 
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(2) EXCEPTION.—If the relationship between 

the producer of a good and the seller of a ma-
terial influenced the price actually paid or 
payable for the material, or if there is no 
price actually paid or payable by the pro-
ducer for the material, the value of the ma-
terial produced in the territory of Morocco 
or the United States, or both, includes the 
following: 

(A) All expenses incurred in the growth, 
production, or manufacture of the material, 
including general expenses. 

(B) A reasonable amount for profit. 
(C) Freight, insurance, packing, and all 

other costs incurred in transporting the ma-
terial to the producer’s plant. 

(e) PACKAGING AND PACKING MATERIALS AND 
CONTAINERS FOR RETAIL SALE AND FOR SHIP-
MENT.—Packaging and packing materials 
and containers for retail sale and shipment 
shall be disregarded in determining whether 
a good qualifies as an originating good, ex-
cept to the extent that the value of such 
packaging and packing materials and con-
tainers have been included in meeting the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (b)(2). 

(f) INDIRECT MATERIALS.—Indirect mate-
rials shall be disregarded in determining 
whether a good qualifies as an originating 
good, except that the cost of such indirect 
materials may be included in meeting the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (b)(2). 

(g) TRANSIT AND TRANSSHIPMENT.—A good 
shall not be considered to meet the require-
ment of subsection (b)(1)(A) if, after expor-
tation from the territory of Morocco or the 
United States, the good undergoes produc-
tion, manufacturing, or any other operation 
outside the territory of Morocco or the 
United States, other than unloading, reload-
ing, or any other operation necessary to pre-
serve the good in good condition or to trans-
port the good to the territory of the United 
States or Morocco. 

(h) TEXTILE AND APPAREL GOODS.— 
(1) DE MINIMIS AMOUNTS OF NONORIGINATING 

MATERIALS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a textile or apparel good 
that is not an originating good because cer-
tain fibers or yarns used in the production of 
the component of the good that determines 
the tariff classification of the good do not 
undergo an applicable change in tariff classi-
fication set out in Annex 4–A of the Agree-
ment shall be considered to be an originating 
good if the total weight of all such fibers or 
yarns in that component is not more than 7 
percent of the total weight of that compo-
nent. 

(B) CERTAIN TEXTILE OR APPAREL GOODS.—A 
textile or apparel good containing elas-
tomeric yarns in the component of the good 
that determines the tariff classification of 
the good shall be considered to be an origi-
nating good only if such yarns are wholly 
formed in the territory of Morocco or the 
United States. 

(C) YARN, FABRIC, OR GROUP OF FIBERS.—For 
purposes of this paragraph, in the case of a 
textile or apparel good that is a yarn, fabric, 
or group of fibers, the term ‘‘component of 
the good that determines the tariff classi-
fication of the good’’ means all of the fibers 
in the yarn, fabric, or group of fibers. 

(2) GOODS PUT UP IN SETS FOR RETAIL 
SALE.—Notwithstanding the rules set forth 
in Annex 4–A of the Agreement, textile or 
apparel goods classifiable as goods put up in 
sets for retail sale as provided for in General 
Rule of Interpretation 3 of the HTS shall not 
be considered to be originating goods unless 
each of the goods in the set is an originating 
good or the total value of the nonoriginating 
goods in the set does not exceed 10 percent of 
the value of the set determined for purposes 
of assessing customs duties. 

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) DIRECT COSTS OF PROCESSING OPER-
ATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘direct costs of 
processing operations’’, with respect to a 
good, includes, to the extent they are includ-
able in the appraised value of the good when 
imported into Morocco or the United States, 
as the case may be, the following: 

(i) All actual labor costs involved in the 
growth, production, or manufacture of the 
good, including fringe benefits, on-the-job 
training, and the costs of engineering, super-
visory, quality control, and similar per-
sonnel. 

(ii) Tools, dies, molds, and other indirect 
materials, and depreciation on machinery 
and equipment that are allocable to the 
good. 

(iii) Research, development, design, engi-
neering, and blueprint costs, to the extent 
that they are allocable to the good. 

(iv) Costs of inspecting and testing the 
good. 

(v) Costs of packaging the good for export 
to the territory of the other country. 

(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘‘direct costs of 
processing operations’’ does not include 
costs that are not directly attributable to a 
good or are not costs of growth, production, 
or manufacture of the good, such as— 

(i) profit; and 
(ii) general expenses of doing business that 

are either not allocable to the good or are 
not related to the growth, production, or 
manufacture of the good, such as administra-
tive salaries, casualty and liability insur-
ance, advertising, and sales staff salaries, 
commissions, or expenses. 

(2) GOOD.—The term ‘‘good’’ means any 
merchandise, product, article, or material. 

(3) GOOD WHOLLY THE GROWTH, PRODUCT, OR 
MANUFACTURE OF MOROCCO, THE UNITED 
STATES, OR BOTH.—The term ‘‘good wholly 
the growth, product, or manufacture of Mo-
rocco, the United States, or both’’ means— 

(A) a mineral good extracted in the terri-
tory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both; 

(B) a vegetable good, as such a good is pro-
vided for in the HTS, harvested in the terri-
tory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both; 

(C) a live animal born and raised in the ter-
ritory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both; 

(D) a good obtained from live animals 
raised in the territory of Morocco or the 
United States, or both; 

(E) a good obtained from hunting, trap-
ping, or fishing in the territory of Morocco 
or the United States, or both; 

(F) a good (fish, shellfish, and other marine 
life) taken from the sea by vessels registered 
or recorded with Morocco or the United 
States and flying the flag of that country; 

(G) a good produced from goods referred to 
in subparagraph (F) on board factory ships 
registered or recorded with Morocco or the 
United States and flying the flag of that 
country; 

(H) a good taken by Morocco or the United 
States or a person of Morocco or the United 
States from the seabed or beneath the seabed 
outside territorial waters, if Morocco or the 
United States has rights to exploit such sea-
bed; 

(I) a good taken from outer space, if such 
good is obtained by Morocco or the United 
States or a person of Morocco or the United 
States and not processed in the territory of 
a country other than Morocco or the United 
States; 

(J) waste and scrap derived from— 
(i) production or manufacture in the terri-

tory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both; or 

(ii) used goods collected in the territory of 
Morocco or the United States, or both, if 

such goods are fit only for the recovery of 
raw materials; 

(K) a recovered good derived in the terri-
tory of Morocco or the United States from 
used goods and utilized in the territory of 
that country in the production of remanufac-
tured goods; and 

(L) a good produced in the territory of Mo-
rocco or the United States, or both, exclu-
sively— 

(i) from goods referred to in subparagraphs 
(A) through (J), or 

(ii) from the derivatives of goods referred 
to in clause (i), 
at any stage of production. 

(4) INDIRECT MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘indi-
rect material’’ means a good used in the 
growth, production, manufacture, testing, or 
inspection of a good but not physically in-
corporated into the good, or a good used in 
the maintenance of buildings or the oper-
ation of equipment associated with the 
growth, production, or manufacture of a 
good, including— 

(A) fuel and energy; 
(B) tools, dies, and molds; 
(C) spare parts and materials used in the 

maintenance of equipment and buildings; 
(D) lubricants, greases, compounding ma-

terials, and other materials used in the 
growth, production, or manufacture of a 
good or used to operate equipment and build-
ings; 

(E) gloves, glasses, footwear, clothing, 
safety equipment, and supplies; 

(F) equipment, devices, and supplies used 
for testing or inspecting the good; 

(G) catalysts and solvents; and 
(H) any other goods that are not incor-

porated into the good but the use of which in 
the growth, production, or manufacture of 
the good can reasonably be demonstrated to 
be a part of that growth, production, or man-
ufacture. 

(5) MATERIAL.—The term ‘‘material’’ 
means a good, including a part or ingredient, 
that is used in the growth, production, or 
manufacture of another good that is a new or 
different article of commerce that has been 
grown, produced, or manufactured in Mo-
rocco, the United States, or both. 

(6) MATERIAL PRODUCED IN THE TERRITORY 
OF MOROCCO OR THE UNITED STATES, OR 
BOTH.—The term ‘‘material produced in the 
territory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both’’ means a good that is either wholly the 
growth, product, or manufacture of Morocco, 
the United States, or both, or a new or dif-
ferent article of commerce that has been 
grown, produced, or manufactured in the ter-
ritory of Morocco or the United States, or 
both. 

(7) NEW OR DIFFERENT ARTICLE OF COM-
MERCE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘new or dif-
ferent article of commerce’’ means, except as 
provided in subparagraph (B), a good that— 

(i) has been substantially transformed 
from a good or material that is not wholly 
the growth, product, or manufacture of Mo-
rocco, the United States, or both; and 

(ii) has a new name, character, or use dis-
tinct from the good or material from which 
it was transformed. 

(B) EXCEPTION.—A good shall not be consid-
ered a new or different article of commerce 
by virtue of having undergone simple com-
bining or packaging operations, or mere di-
lution with water or another substance that 
does not materially alter the characteristics 
of the good. 

(8) RECOVERED GOODS.—The term ‘‘recov-
ered goods’’ means materials in the form of 
individual parts that result from— 

(A) the complete disassembly of used goods 
into individual parts; and 
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(B) the cleaning, inspecting, testing, or 

other processing of those parts that is nec-
essary for improvement to sound working 
condition. 

(9) REMANUFACTURED GOOD.—The term ‘‘re-
manufactured good’’ means an industrial 
good that is assembled in the territory of 
Morocco or the United States and that— 

(A) is entirely or partially comprised of re-
covered goods; 

(B) has a similar life expectancy to, and 
meets similar performance standards as, a 
like good that is new; and 

(C) enjoys a factory warranty similar to 
that of a like good that is new. 

(10) SIMPLE COMBINING OR PACKAGING OPER-
ATIONS.—The term ‘‘simple combining or 
packaging operations’’ means operations 
such as adding batteries to electronic de-
vices, fitting together a small number of 
components by bolting, gluing, or soldering, 
or packing or repacking components to-
gether. 

(11) SUBSTANTIALLY TRANSFORMED.—The 
term ‘‘substantially transformed’’ means, 
with respect to a good or material, changed 
as the result of a manufacturing or proc-
essing operation so that— 

(A)(i) the good or material is converted 
from a good that has multiple uses into a 
good or material that has limited uses; 

(ii) the physical properties of the good or 
material are changed to a significant extent; 
or 

(iii) the operation undergone by the good 
or material is complex by reason of the num-
ber of processes and materials involved and 
the time and level of skill required to per-
form those processes; and 

(B) the good or material loses its separate 
identity in the manufacturing or processing 
operation. 

(j) PRESIDENTIAL PROCLAMATION AUTHOR-
ITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to proclaim, as part of the HTS— 

(A) the provisions set out in Annex 4–A and 
Annex 5–A of the Agreement; and 

(B) any additional subordinate category 
necessary to carry out this title consistent 
with the Agreement. 

(2) MODIFICATIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the consulta-

tion and layover provisions of section 104, 
the President may proclaim modifications to 
the provisions proclaimed under the author-
ity of paragraph (1)(A), other than provisions 
of chapters 50 through 63 of the HTS, as in-
cluded in Annex 4–A of the Agreement. 

(B) ADDITIONAL PROCLAMATIONS.—Notwith-
standing subparagraph (A), and subject to 
the consultation and layover provisions of 
section 104, the President may proclaim— 

(i) modifications to the provisions pro-
claimed under the authority of paragraph 
(1)(A) as are necessary to implement an 
agreement with Morocco pursuant to article 
4.3.6 of the Agreement; and 

(ii) before the end of the 1-year period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, modifications to correct any typo-
graphical, clerical, or other nonsubstantive 
technical error regarding the provisions of 
chapters 50 through 63 of the HTS, as in-
cluded in Annex 4–A of the Agreement. 
SEC. 204. ENFORCEMENT RELATING TO TRADE IN 

TEXTILE AND APPAREL GOODS. 

(a) ACTION DURING VERIFICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary of the 

Treasury requests the Government of Mo-
rocco to conduct a verification pursuant to 
article 4.4 of the Agreement for purposes of 
making a determination under paragraph (2), 
the President may direct the Secretary to 
take appropriate action described in sub-
section (b) while the verification is being 
conducted. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—A determination 
under this paragraph is a determination— 

(A) that an exporter or producer in Mo-
rocco is complying with applicable customs 
laws, regulations, procedures, requirements, 
or practices affecting trade in textile or ap-
parel goods; or 

(B) that a claim that a textile or apparel 
good exported or produced by such exporter 
or producer— 

(i) qualifies as an originating good under 
section 203 of this Act, or 

(ii) is a good of Morocco, 

is accurate. 
(b) APPROPRIATE ACTION DESCRIBED.—Ap-

propriate action under subsection (a)(1) in-
cludes— 

(1) suspension of liquidation of the entry of 
any textile or apparel good exported or pro-
duced by the person that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding compliance described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A), in a case in which the request for 
verification was based on a reasonable sus-
picion of unlawful activity related to such 
goods; and 

(2) suspension of liquidation of the entry of 
a textile or apparel good for which a claim 
has been made that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding a claim described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

(c) ACTION WHEN INFORMATION IS INSUFFI-
CIENT.—If the Secretary of the Treasury de-
termines that the information obtained 
within 12 months after making a request for 
a verification under subsection (a)(1) is in-
sufficient to make a determination under 
subsection (a)(2), the President may direct 
the Secretary to take appropriate action de-
scribed in subsection (d) until such time as 
the Secretary receives information sufficient 
to make a determination under subsection 
(a)(2) or until such earlier date as the Presi-
dent may direct. 

(d) APPROPRIATE ACTION DESCRIBED.—Ap-
propriate action referred to in subsection (c) 
includes— 

(1) publication of the name and address of 
the person that is the subject of the 
verification; 

(2) denial of preferential tariff treatment 
under the Agreement to— 

(A) any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by the person that is the subject of 
a verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding compliance described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A); or 

(B) a textile or apparel good for which a 
claim has been made that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding a claim described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B); and 

(3) denial of entry into the United States 
of— 

(A) any textile or apparel good exported or 
produced by the person that is the subject of 
a verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding compliance described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A); or 

(B) a textile or apparel good for which a 
claim has been made that is the subject of a 
verification referred to in subsection (a)(1) 
regarding a claim described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

SEC. 205. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out— 

(1) subsections (a) through (i) of section 
203; 

(2) amendments to existing law made by 
the subsections referred to in paragraph (1); 
and 

(3) proclamations issued under section 
203(j). 

TITLE III—RELIEF FROM IMPORTS 
SEC. 301. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) MOROCCAN ARTICLE.—The term ‘‘Moroc-

can article’’ means an article that qualifies 
as an originating good under section 203(b) of 
this Act or receives preferential tariff treat-
ment under paragraphs 9 through 15 of arti-
cle 4.3 of the Agreement. 

(2) MOROCCAN TEXTILE OR APPAREL ARTI-
CLE.—The term ‘‘Moroccan textile or apparel 
article’’ means an article that— 

(A) is listed in the Annex to the Agreement 
on Textiles and Clothing referred to in sec-
tion 101(d)(4) of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments Act (19 U.S.C. 3511(d)(4)); and 

(B) is a Moroccan article. 
(3) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 

means the United States International Trade 
Commission. 

Subtitle A—Relief From Imports Benefiting 
From the Agreement 

SEC. 311. COMMENCING OF ACTION FOR RELIEF. 
(a) FILING OF PETITION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A petition requesting ac-

tion under this subtitle for the purpose of ad-
justing to the obligations of the United 
States under the Agreement may be filed 
with the Commission by an entity, including 
a trade association, firm, certified or recog-
nized union, or group of workers, that is rep-
resentative of an industry. The Commission 
shall transmit a copy of any petition filed 
under this subsection to the United States 
Trade Representative. 

(2) PROVISIONAL RELIEF.—An entity filing a 
petition under this subsection may request 
that provisional relief be provided as if the 
petition had been filed under section 202(a) of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252(a)). 

(3) CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES.—Any allega-
tion that critical circumstances exist shall 
be included in the petition. 

(b) INVESTIGATION AND DETERMINATION.— 
Upon the filing of a petition under sub-
section (a), the Commission, unless sub-
section (d) applies, shall promptly initiate 
an investigation to determine whether, as a 
result of the reduction or elimination of a 
duty provided for under the Agreement, a 
Moroccan article is being imported into the 
United States in such increased quantities, 
in absolute terms or relative to domestic 
production, and under such conditions that 
imports of the Moroccan article constitute a 
substantial cause of serious injury or threat 
thereof to the domestic industry producing 
an article that is like, or directly competi-
tive with, the imported article. 

(c) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.—The following 
provisions of section 202 of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252) apply with respect to any 
investigation initiated under subsection (b): 

(1) Paragraphs (1)(B) and (3) of subsection 
(b). 

(2) Subsection (c). 
(3) Subsection (d). 
(4) Subsection (i). 
(d) ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM INVESTIGA-

TION.—No investigation may be initiated 
under this section with respect to any Mo-
roccan article if, after the date on which the 
Agreement enters into force, import relief 
has been provided with respect to that Mo-
roccan article under this subtitle. 
SEC. 312. COMMISSION ACTION ON PETITION. 

(a) DETERMINATION.—Not later than 120 
days (180 days if critical circumstances have 
been alleged) after the date on which an in-
vestigation is initiated under section 311(b) 
with respect to a petition, the Commission 
shall make the determination required under 
that section. 

(b) APPLICABLE PROVISIONS.—For purposes 
of this subtitle, the provisions of paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of section 330(d) of the Tariff 
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Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1330(d) (1), (2), and (3)) 
shall be applied with respect to determina-
tions and findings made under this section as 
if such determinations and findings were 
made under section 202 of the Trade Act of 
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252). 

(c) ADDITIONAL FINDING AND RECOMMENDA-
TION IF DETERMINATION AFFIRMATIVE.—If the 
determination made by the Commission 
under subsection (a) with respect to imports 
of an article is affirmative, or if the Presi-
dent may consider a determination of the 
Commission to be an affirmative determina-
tion as provided for under paragraph (1) of 
section 330(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930) (19 
U.S.C. 1330(d)), the Commission shall find, 
and recommend to the President in the re-
port required under subsection (d), the 
amount of import relief that is necessary to 
remedy or prevent the injury found by the 
Commission in the determination and to fa-
cilitate the efforts of the domestic industry 
to make a positive adjustment to import 
competition. The import relief recommended 
by the Commission under this subsection 
shall be limited to that described in section 
313(c). Only those members of the Commis-
sion who voted in the affirmative under sub-
section (a) are eligible to vote on the pro-
posed action to remedy or prevent the injury 
found by the Commission. Members of the 
Commission who did not vote in the affirma-
tive may submit, in the report required 
under subsection (d), separate views regard-
ing what action, if any, should be taken to 
remedy or prevent the injury. 

(d) REPORT TO PRESIDENT.—Not later than 
the date that is 30 days after the date on 
which a determination is made under sub-
section (a) with respect to an investigation, 
the Commission shall submit to the Presi-
dent a report that includes— 

(1) the determination made under sub-
section (a) and an explanation of the basis 
for the determination; 

(2) if the determination under subsection 
(a) is affirmative, any findings and rec-
ommendations for import relief made under 
subsection (c) and an explanation of the 
basis for each recommendation; and 

(3) any dissenting or separate views by 
members of the Commission regarding the 
determination and recommendation referred 
to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 

(e) PUBLIC NOTICE.—Upon submitting a re-
port to the President under subsection (d), 
the Commission shall promptly make public 
such report (with the exception of informa-
tion which the Commission determines to be 
confidential) and shall cause a summary 
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister. 
SEC. 313. PROVISION OF RELIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the date 
that is 30 days after the date on which the 
President receives the report of the Commis-
sion in which the Commission’s determina-
tion under section 312(a) is affirmative, or 
which contains a determination under sec-
tion 312(a) that the President considers to be 
affirmative under paragraph (1) of section 
330(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1330(d)(1)), the President, subject to sub-
section (b), shall provide relief from imports 
of the article that is the subject of such de-
termination to the extent that the President 
determines necessary to remedy or prevent 
the injury found by the Commission and to 
facilitate the efforts of the domestic indus-
try to make a positive adjustment to import 
competition. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The President is not re-
quired to provide import relief under this 
section if the President determines that the 
provision of the import relief will not pro-
vide greater economic and social benefits 
than costs. 

(c) NATURE OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The import relief (includ-

ing provisional relief) that the President is 
authorized to provide under this section with 
respect to imports of an article is as follows: 

(A) The suspension of any further reduc-
tion provided for under Annex IV of the 
Agreement in the duty imposed on such arti-
cle. 

(B) An increase in the rate of duty imposed 
on such article to a level that does not ex-
ceed the lesser of— 

(i) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles at the 
time the import relief is provided; or 

(ii) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles on the 
day before the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force. 

(C) In the case of a duty applied on a sea-
sonal basis to such article, an increase in the 
rate of duty imposed on the article to a level 
that does not exceed the lesser of— 

(i) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles for the 
immediately preceding corresponding sea-
son; or 

(ii) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles on the 
day before the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force. 

(2) PROGRESSIVE LIBERALIZATION.—If the pe-
riod for which import relief is provided under 
this section is greater than 1 year, the Presi-
dent shall provide for the progressive liberal-
ization of such relief at regular intervals 
during the period in which the relief is in ef-
fect. 

(d) PERIOD OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

any import relief that the President provides 
under this section may not be in effect for 
more than 3 years. 

(2) EXTENSION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(C), the President, after receiving an affirm-
ative determination from the Commission 
under subparagraph (B), may extend the ef-
fective period of any import relief provided 
under this section if the President deter-
mines that— 

(i) the import relief continues to be nec-
essary to remedy or prevent serious injury 
and to facilitate adjustment by the domestic 
industry to import competition; and 

(ii) there is evidence that the industry is 
making a positive adjustment to import 
competition. 

(B) ACTION BY COMMISSION.—(i) Upon a peti-
tion on behalf of the industry concerned that 
is filed with the Commission not earlier than 
the date which is 9 months, and not later 
than the date which is 6 months, before the 
date any action taken under subsection (a) is 
to terminate, the Commission shall conduct 
an investigation to determine whether ac-
tion under this section continues to be nec-
essary to remedy or prevent serious injury 
and to facilitate adjustment by the domestic 
industry to import competition and whether 
there is evidence that the industry is making 
a positive adjustment to import competi-
tion. 

(ii) The Commission shall publish notice of 
the commencement of any proceeding under 
this subparagraph in the Federal Register 
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold a public hearing at which the 
Commission shall afford interested parties 
and consumers an opportunity to be present, 
to present evidence, and to respond to the 
presentations of other parties and con-
sumers, and otherwise to be heard. 

(iii) The Commission shall transmit to the 
President a report on its investigation and 
determination under this subparagraph not 
later than 60 days before the action under 

subsection (a) is to terminate, unless the 
President specifies a different date. 

(C) PERIOD OF IMPORT RELIEF.—Any import 
relief provided under this section, including 
any extensions thereof, may not, in the ag-
gregate, be in effect for more than 5 years. 

(e) RATE AFTER TERMINATION OF IMPORT 
RELIEF.—When import relief under this sec-
tion is terminated with respect to an article, 
the rate of duty on that article shall be the 
rate that would have been in effect, but for 
the provision of such relief, on the date on 
which the relief terminates. 

(f) ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM RELIEF.—No 
import relief may be provided under this sec-
tion on any article that— 

(1) is subject to an assessment of addi-
tional duty under section 202(b); or 

(2) has been subject to import relief under 
this subtitle after the date on which the 
Agreement enters into force. 
SEC. 314. TERMINATION OF RELIEF AUTHORITY. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to subsection 
(b), no import relief may be provided under 
this subtitle with respect to a good after the 
date that is 5 years after the date on which 
duty-free treatment must be provided by the 
United States to that good pursuant to 
Annex IV of the Agreement. 

(b) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.—Import 
relief may be provided under this subtitle in 
the case of a Moroccan article after the date 
on which such relief would, but for this sub-
section, terminate under subsection (a), if 
the President determines that Morocco has 
consented to such relief. 
SEC. 315. COMPENSATION AUTHORITY. 

For purposes of section 123 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2133), any import relief 
provided by the President under section 313 
shall be treated as action taken under chap-
ter 1 of title II of such Act. 
SEC. 316. CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS INFORMA-

TION. 
Section 202(a)(8) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 

U.S.C. 2252(a)(8)) is amended in the first sen-
tence— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’; and 
(2) by inserting before the period at the end 

‘‘, and title III of the United States-Morocco 
Free Trade Agreement Implementation 
Act’’. 

Subtitle B—Textile and Apparel Safeguard 
Measures 

SEC. 321. COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION FOR RE-
LIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A request under this sub-
title for the purpose of adjusting to the obli-
gations of the United States under the 
Agreement may be filed with the President 
by an interested party. Upon the filing of a 
request, the President shall review the re-
quest to determine, from information pre-
sented in the request, whether to commence 
consideration of the request. 

(b) PUBLICATION OF REQUEST.—If the Presi-
dent determines that the request under sub-
section (a) provides the information nec-
essary for the request to be considered, the 
President shall cause to be published in the 
Federal Register a notice of commencement 
of consideration of the request, and notice 
seeking public comments regarding the re-
quest. The notice shall include a summary of 
the request and the dates by which com-
ments and rebuttals must be received. 
SEC. 322. DETERMINATION AND PROVISION OF 

RELIEF. 
(a) DETERMINATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If a positive determina-

tion is made under section 321(b), the Presi-
dent shall determine whether, as a result of 
the reduction or elimination of a duty under 
the Agreement, a Moroccan textile or ap-
parel article is being imported into the 
United States in such increased quantities, 
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in absolute terms or relative to the domestic 
market for that article, and under such con-
ditions as to cause serious damage, or actual 
threat thereof, to a domestic industry pro-
ducing an article that is like, or directly 
competitive with, the imported article. 

(2) SERIOUS DAMAGE.—In making a deter-
mination under paragraph (1), the Presi-
dent— 

(A) shall examine the effect of increased 
imports on the domestic industry, as re-
flected in changes in such relevant economic 
factors as output, productivity, utilization of 
capacity, inventories, market share, exports, 
wages, employment, domestic prices, profits, 
and investment, none of which is necessarily 
decisive; and 

(B) shall not consider changes in tech-
nology or consumer preference as factors 
supporting a determination of serious dam-
age or actual threat thereof. 

(b) PROVISION OF RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If a determination under 

subsection (a) is affirmative, the President 
may provide relief from imports of the arti-
cle that is the subject of such determination, 
as described in paragraph (2), to the extent 
that the President determines necessary to 
remedy or prevent the serious damage and to 
facilitate adjustment by the domestic indus-
try to import competition. 

(2) NATURE OF RELIEF.—The relief that the 
President is authorized to provide under this 
subsection with respect to imports of an ar-
ticle is an increase in the rate of duty im-
posed on the article to a level that does not 
exceed the lesser of— 

(A) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles at the 
time the import relief is provided; or 

(B) the column 1 general rate of duty im-
posed under the HTS on like articles on the 
day before the date on which the Agreement 
enters into force. 
SEC. 323. PERIOD OF RELIEF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), 
the import relief that the President provides 
under subsection (b) of section 322 may not, 
in the aggregate, be in effect for more than 
3 years. 

(b) EXTENSION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the President may extend the effective pe-
riod of any import relief provided under this 
subtitle for a period of not more than 2 
years, if the President determines that— 

(A) the import relief continues to be nec-
essary to remedy or prevent serious damage 
and to facilitate adjustment by the domestic 
industry to import competition; and 

(B) there is evidence that the industry is 
making a positive adjustment to import 
competition. 

(2) LIMITATION.—Any relief provided under 
this subtitle, including any extensions there-
of, may not, in the aggregate, be in effect for 
more than 5 years. 
SEC. 324. ARTICLES EXEMPT FROM RELIEF. 

The President may not provide import re-
lief under this subtitle with respect to any 
article if— 

(1) the article has been subject to import 
relief under this subtitle after the date on 
which the Agreement enters into force; or 

(2) the article is subject to import relief 
under chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 
1974. 
SEC. 325. RATE AFTER TERMINATION OF IMPORT 

RELIEF. 
When import relief under this subtitle is 

terminated with respect to an article, the 
rate of duty on that article shall be the rate 
that would have been in effect, but for the 
provision of such relief, on the date on which 
the relief terminates. 
SEC. 326. TERMINATION OF RELIEF AUTHORITY. 

No import relief may be provided under 
this subtitle with respect to any article after 

the date that is 10 years after the date on 
which duties on the article are eliminated 
pursuant to the Agreement. 
SEC. 327. COMPENSATION AUTHORITY. 

For purposes of section 123 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2133), any import relief 
provided by the President under this subtitle 
shall be treated as action taken under chap-
ter 1 of title II of such Act. 
SEC. 328. BUSINESS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMA-

TION. 
The President may not release information 

which is submitted in a proceeding under 
this subtitle and which the President con-
siders to be confidential business informa-
tion unless the party submitting the con-
fidential business information had notice, at 
the time of submission, that such informa-
tion would be released, or such party subse-
quently consents to the release of the infor-
mation. To the extent a party submits con-
fidential business information to the Presi-
dent in a proceeding under this subtitle, the 
party also shall submit a nonconfidential 
version of the information, in which the con-
fidential business information is summarized 
or, if necessary, deleted. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF HENRY W. SAAD 
TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR 
THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to executive session 
for the consideration of Calendar No. 
705, the nomination of Henry W. Saad, 
of Michigan, to be U.S. Circuit Judge 
for the Sixth Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the nomination. 
The legislative clerk read the nomi-

nation of Henry W. Saad, of Michigan, 
to be U.S. Circuit Judge for the Sixth 
Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed, 
along with Senator COLLINS, as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN and 
Ms. COLLINS pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 2701 are printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Might I inquire of the 
Chair what the pending business is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the nomination of 
Henry Saad, of Michigan, to the Sixth 
Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, Senator 
HATCH is chairing a subcommittee 
hearing and asked that I open the de-
bate with respect to the nomination 
and confirmation of Judge Henry Saad. 
So I think my comments are reflective 
of Chairman HATCH’s views, but I will 
present them as my own as well. 

I will first speak a little bit about 
Judge Saad and his nomination to this 

court and why we have had a problem 
in getting this far with his nomination 
but why I hope our colleagues will be 
willing to vote to confirm him. 

As the Chair noted, he is a nominee 
to the U.S. Circuit Court for the Sixth 
Circuit. He was nominated, and I ask 
my colleagues to think of this date for 
a moment, on November 8, 2001. It is 
now 2004. He is a distinguished State 
court of appeals judge from the State 
of Michigan with nearly a decade of ex-
perience in that court. He has been 
there since 1994. In that capacity, he is 
actually elected and reelected, and he 
has been reelected twice to serve on 
the court of appeals with broad bipar-
tisan support within the State of 
Michigan. 

The American Bar Association has 
rated Judge Saad qualified to sit on the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir-
cuit. Therefore, his nomination should 
have come before us long before now. 
He should be confirmed, obviously. 

I will mention a bit about the Sixth 
Circuit. There are 16 authorized seats 
on the circuit, but there are 4 vacan-
cies. Obviously, one-fourth of the au-
thorized seats on that court remain va-
cant today. President Bush has nomi-
nated four very well-qualified individ-
uals from Michigan to fill these vacan-
cies. The seat to which Judge Saad has 
been nominated has been deemed a ju-
dicial emergency and, of course, it is 
not hard to see why with that number 
of vacancies. 

Interestingly, President George H.W. 
Bush, President Bush No. 41, first nom-
inated Judge Saad to the Federal bench 
in 1992, but the Democratic Senate 
failed to act on his nomination at that 
time, as well as one other from Michi-
gan, prior to the end of President 
Bush’s term. So this is the second time 
he has been nominated for this pres-
tigious court. 

A bit about his personal history. 
Judge Saad was born in Detroit. He is 
a lifelong resident of the State. He 
would be the first Arab-American ap-
pointee to the Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit. According to the Detroit 
Free Press, Bush’s nomination of Saad 
in the wake of the September 11 at-
tacks—remember, it was only 2 months 
to the day following the September 11 
attacks: 
conveys an important message to all the 
citizens and residents of this country that 
we embrace and welcome diversity and that 
we are extending the American dream to 
anyone who is prepared to work hard. 

Judge Saad has had a distinguished 
career as a practicing attorney and law 
professor before serving on the State 
bench. From 1974 until 1994 he prac-
ticed law, first as an associate and then 
a partner with the prestigious Detroit 
firm of Dickinson, Wright. He built a 
national practice and reputation there 
in the areas of employment law, school 
law, libel law, and first amendment 
law. He serves as an adjunct professor 
at both Wayne State University Law 
School and the University of Detroit 
Mercy School of Law. He received his 
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bachelor’s degree in 1971 and his law 
degree, magna cum laude, in 1974, both 
from Wayne State University. He re-
ceived a special Order of the Coif award 
in 2000, which is bestowed by a vote of 
the faculty of the school upon a distin-
guished graduate who has earned his 
degree before the law school was in-
ducting members into the Order of the 
Coif. 

Judge Saad has significant appellate 
experience in both civil and criminal 
matters, authoring well over 75 pub-
lished majority opinions. His nomina-
tion has broad bipartisan support, in-
cluding endorsements from such dis-
parate groups as the United Auto 
Workers and the Michigan Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Judge Saad is dedicated to improving 
the law and helping his State and local 
community through volunteer work. 
He was chairman of the board of the 
Oakland Community College Founda-
tion, president of the Wayne State Uni-
versity Law School Alumni Associa-
tion, and he is currently a member of 
the board of visitors to the Ave Maria 
Law School. 

Judge Saad was a board member of 
the National Council of Christians and 
Jews and the American Heart Associa-
tion, as well as trustee of WTVS Chan-
nel 56 Education Television Founda-
tion. 

Judge Saad received the ‘‘Salute to 
Justice John O’Brien Award’’ for out-
standing volunteer service to the peo-
ple of Oakland County in 1997, and he 
received the Arab-American and 
Chaldean Council Civic and Humani-
tarian Award for outstanding dedica-
tion to serving the community with 
compassion and understanding in 1995. 

Let me read a few statements from 
people who have endorsed the nomina-
tion and confirmation of Judge Henry 
Saad. The Secretary of Energy, former 
Senator from the State of Michigan, 
said: 

I have known Henry for twenty years on a 
personal and professional level. He is a per-
son of unimpeachable integrity and will 
serve our country and our justice system re-
markably well. 

John Engler, the former Governor of 
Michigan, said: 

The President selected individuals [includ-
ing Henry Saad] who are experienced judges 
and whose reputations for intellect, knowl-
edge of the law, diligence and temperament 
are well established. Judge Saad has estab-
lished a distinguished reputation on Michi-
gan’s appellate court which he will take to 
the federal appeals court. 

The President of the United Auto 
Workers, Stephen Yokich, said: 

I have known Judge Saad for twenty-five 
years. He is a man of the highest integrity 
and a judge who is fair, balanced and hard 
working. I strongly support President Bush’s 
nomination of Judge Saad to the federal ap-
pellate bench. 

Congressman JOSEPH KNOLLENBERG, 
who is a Representative from the State 
of Michigan, said: 

I have known Judge Saad for over twenty- 
five years. He was an outstanding lawyer and 
is a highly regarded appellate jurist, known 

for his scholarly opinions, balance and fair-
ness. I am confident he will be a great addi-
tion to the Federal appellate bench. 

Justice Stephen Markman from the 
Michigan Supreme Court said: 

In his seven years on the Michigan Court 
of Appeals, Judge Saad has been one of its 
most thoughtful and fair-minded jurists. His 
opinions and his judicial integrity have 
earned him the respect of a remarkably 
broad range of his colleagues. 

Finally, Judge Hilda Gage of the 
Michigan Court of Appeals said: 

I have served with Judge Saad on the 
Michigan Court of Appeals for six years. I ad-
mire his judicial independence and his schol-
arly analysis of the law. I applaud the Presi-
dent’s nomination of Judge Saad to the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Those are some of the people who 
have worked with him, who have 
known him a long time, who represent 
a diverse point of view within the State 
of Michigan, and yet all of whom en-
dorse the President’s nomination of 
Judge Saad to the Sixth Circuit. 

Let me speak for a moment about the 
status of his circuit because, as I noted 
at the beginning, there are four vacan-
cies. One-fourth of the active seats on 
this court, are vacant. The President 
has nominated four very well-qualified 
individuals to fill these vacancies. All 
four of these vacancies have been 
deemed judicial emergencies by the Ad-
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts. 

I might, for those who are not aware, 
describe what this means. The Admin-
istrative Office of the U.S. Courts char-
acterizes, in some rare circumstances, 
vacancies on the court as judicial 
emergencies by virtue of the caseload 
of the court, the nature of the cases be-
fore the court, the ability of the court 
to turn out decisions and opinions, and 
the number of judges available to serve 
on the court. They balance all of those 
considerations. When the court does 
not have enough people to do the job it 
is required to do, when litigants are 
taking too long to get their matters 
heard before the court, and in effect 
when justice is not being done because 
it is being delayed, then the Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts de-
clares judicial emergencies. 

All four of these vacancies in the 
Sixth Circuit have been so designated. 
The confirmation of two judges in late 
April and early May of this year filled 
two of then six vacancies, but the cir-
cuit remains overburdened. 

By the way, let me quantify what I 
said a moment ago. When I spoke of ju-
dicial emergency, in the court of ap-
peals, that occurs specifically when ad-
justed filings per panel are in excess of 
700, or any vacancy is in existence 
more than 18 months where adju-
dicated filings are between 500 and 700. 
All four of the Michigan vacancies on 
the Sixth Circuit have been in exist-
ence for more than 18 months and the 
adjusted filings total 588. That is why 
it is so important that we act now to 
fill this vacancy. 

Only a substantial commitment on 
the part of the senior judges of the 
Sixth Circuit, and the district judges 

from within the circuit filling in, as 
well as visiting appellate judges from 
other circuits, has kept the caseload of 
this important circuit manageable. It 
is the third busiest court of appeals in 
the country. Chief Judge Boyce Martin 
has asked Congress to authorize a 17th 
judge for the court. 

So if we filled all four of these vacan-
cies today, not only would we have at 
least filled those judicial emergencies, 
but the chief judge of the circuit has 
said we need additional judges in addi-
tion to these. 

Among the 12 U.S. Courts of Appeals, 
the Sixth is the 11th in the timeliness 
in the disposition of cases. Only the 
Ninth Circuit takes longer to issue its 
opinions. I am familiar with that, hav-
ing practiced before the Ninth Circuit. 
When it takes so long for litigants who 
have disputes before the court to get 
action on their cases, justice is denied. 
This circuit, being the next to the bot-
tom in terms of the speed with which 
its decisions are made, makes it a clear 
candidate for the Senate to act. It is 
unconscionable that we have not been 
able to confirm Judge Saad as well as 
the other three nominees to this court. 

The district court judges within the 
Sixth Circuit have complained that 
what has turned out to be regular duty 
as substitute judges on the court of ap-
peals has slowed down their own dock-
ets considerably. In other words, they 
have not been able to do their own jobs 
because they have had to fill in for the 
circuit court judges. According to 
Judge Robert Bell, who is a district 
judge from the Western District of 
Michigan: 

We’re having to backfill with judges from 
other circuits, who are basically substitutes. 
You don’t get the same sense of purpose and 
continuity you get with full-fledged court of 
appeals judges. . . . Putting together a fed-
eral appeals court case often takes a Hercu-
lean effort in a short time for visiting dis-
trict judges. ‘‘We don’t have the time or the 
resources that the circuit court has,’’ Bell 
said. You can’t help to conclude that if we 
had 16 full-time judges with a full com-
plement of staff that each case might get 
more consideration, not to say results would 
be different. 

This quote, by the way, was the 
Grand Rapids Press, February 21, 2002. 

U.S. attorneys in Michigan likewise 
have complained that the vacancy rate 
in the Sixth Circuit has slowed justice 
and complicated the ability to pros-
ecute wrongdoers. It has enabled de-
fendants to commit more crime while 
awaiting trial. It has led to less con-
sistencies in the court’s jurisprudence 
and effectively deprived the use of en 
banc review in some cases. En banc re-
view is the situation where a panel of 
three judges has made a decision and 
the litigants have asked the full court 
to hear—in effect to rehear or have a 
mini-appeal—a case from the decision 
of the panel of three. If you do not have 
the full complement of judges on the 
court, you can’t have the same kind of 
en banc review. 

Let me quote a letter from 31 assist-
ant U.S. attorneys in the Eastern Dis-
trict of Michigan sent to our colleague, 
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Senator CARL LEVIN, on January 16, 
2002: 

In years past, it was the normal practice of 
the Sixth Circuit that a case would be heard 
by the Court approximately three months 
after all briefs were filed, and in most cases 
an opinion would issue in about three addi-
tional months. At present, due to the large 
number of vacancies on the Court . . . it has 
been taking on average between twelve and 
eighteen months longer for most appeals to 
be completed than was the case for most of 
the 1990’s. 

These are the prosecuting attorneys. 
These are the people who I noted have 
complained that the vacancy rate has 
complicated their ability to prosecute 
wrongdoers. Our failure to act in the 
Senate has real-life consequences on 
the people of Michigan. When justice 
cannot be dispensed with because there 
are not enough judges and wrongdoers 
are awaiting trial and they are able to 
go out and commit additional crimes, 
we have a responsibility to solve that 
problem. That is why it is so important 
for us to vote and to vote up or down 
on the confirmation of Judge Saad. 

I serve on the Judiciary Committee. I 
heard some questions raised about 
whether he would be a good addition to 
the court. You heard just a summary of 
the many people who spoke on his be-
half with a wide diversity of opinion. 
He has a ‘‘qualified’’ rating from the 
Bar Association. 

If my colleagues want to vote no on 
his nomination, they are free to do so. 
On rare occasions, I have voted no 
against judicial nominees. I voted no 
on very few occasions when President 
Clinton was making the nominations, 
but I felt that I always had the right to 
express my view one way or the other. 
That is all Judge Saad is asking for. 
With the nomination pending now for 
almost 4 years, it is time that he have 
a vote up or down. 

Let me read to you a letter from 31 
assistant U.S. attorneys in the Eastern 
District to Senator LEVIN: 

[D]elays in criminal cases hurt the govern-
ment; the government has the burden of 
proof, and the longer a case goes on the more 
chance there is that witnesses will disappear, 
forget, or die, documents will be lost, and in-
vestigators will retire or be transferred. 

I go on from a different portion of 
this letter: 

In some cases, convicted criminal defend-
ants are granted bond pending appeal. The 
elongated appellate process therefore allows 
defendants to remain on the street for a 
longer period of time, possibly committing 
new offenses. In addition, the longer delay 
makes retrials more difficult if the appeal 
results in the reversal of a conviction. 

Further quoting from this letter: 
The Sixth Circuit has resorted to having 

more district judges sit by designation as 
panel members. This practice has contrib-
uted to a slowdown of the hearing of cases in 
district courts, because the district judges 
are taken out of those courtrooms. The wide-
spread use of district judges also provides for 
less consistency in the appellate process 
than would obtain if full-time Circuit judges 
heard most of the appeals. 

In some cases, the small number of judges 
on the Court has served to effectively de-
prive the United States of en banc review. 

. . . Achieving a unanimous vote of all of 
those judges of the Court who were not part 
of the original panel is, as a matter of prac-
tice, impossible, and not worth seeking. 
However, if the Court was at full strength, 
an en banc review could have been granted 
with the votes of about two-thirds of the ac-
tive judges who were not part of the original 
panel. 

Why haven’t we been able to vote on 
Judge Saad? The two Senators from 
the State, notwithstanding the fact 
that there are four vacancies in their 
own State, that the prosecutors from 
the State have written as I have just 
indicated, that people of wide disparate 
views in their State support his nomi-
nation, the two Senators from the 
State have urged their colleagues not 
to allow the vote to go forward. The 
reason is because two nominees to fill 
vacancies in Michigan were left with-
out hearings at the end of the Clinton 
administration in 2001. It is not uncom-
mon at the end of an administration 
for there to be nominations pending. I 
predict that because of opposition from 
the minority party, there will be a lot 
of nominations President Bush would 
like to have confirmed but which will 
not be confirmed because the other 
party will not allow it to happen. 
Sometimes nominations are made too 
late in the year for the vetting to be 
done, for the Bar Association to report, 
for the hearings to be held, for the ex-
ecutive work of the Judiciary Com-
mittee to report the judges to the Sen-
ate floor, and for the full Senate to 
vote. That is not an uncommon occur-
rence. 

I note, for example, that Senators 
who are upset that two judges weren’t 
considered at the end of the Clinton ad-
ministration should also note that two 
nominees, including John Smietanka, 
the very well qualified U.S. attorney 
from the Western District of Michigan, 
were also left without hearings at the 
end of President Bush’s term in 1993. 
So President Clinton got to appoint the 
same number of judges to the Sixth 
Circuit as the number of vacancies that 
came open during his Presidency. As 
with his predecessor, there were a cou-
ple of nominations still pending at the 
time his term ended. 

But as these examples illustrate, 
both parties have had nominations left 
pending at end of their President’s 
terms. The effort of the Senators from 
Michigan to block the consideration of 
Judge Saad as well as the other three 
nominations of President Bush at the 
outset of his term in 2001 is unheard of. 
It might be one thing if these nomina-
tions had just occurred and we didn’t 
have time to consider them, but Judge 
Saad, as I said, was nominated on No-
vember 11, 2001, 2 months after the his-
toric event of September 11. Five of the 
Sixth Circuit active judges—nearly 
half—were appointed by President Clin-
ton—one President. I don’t think it is 
possible to argue here that there is 
some kind of political agenda by Re-
publicans or by President Bush to deny 
President Clinton nominations and 
confirmations of his nominations. 

I might note that an editorial opin-
ion in Michigan confirms this point. It 
is overwhelmingly opposed to the tac-
tics of the minority to prevent con-
firmation of the nominees President 
Bush has made to fill these vacancies. 

Let me quote from the Grand Rapids 
Press of February 24, 2002. This is only 
3 months after the nomination of 
Judge Saad: 

The Constitution does not give these Sen-
ators from Michigan [Senators Levin and 
Stabenow] co-presidential authority and cer-
tainly does not support the use of the Court 
of Appeals to nurse a political grudge. . . . 
[Senators Levin and Stabenow] have pro-
posed that the President let a bipartisan 
commission make Sixth Circuit nominations 
or that Mr. Bush re-nominate the two lapsed 
Clinton nominations. Mr. Bush has shown no 
interest in either retreat from his constitu-
tional prerogatives. Nor should he. Move-
ment in this matter should come from Sen-
ators Levin and Stabenow—and, clearly, it 
should be backward. 

From the Detroit News, June 30, 2002: 
It was wrong for the Senate to fail to act 

on Clinton’s Michigan nominees. But an-
other wrong won’t make things right for 
Michigan. Enough is enough. . . . Senators, 
it is long past time to fill Michigan’s voids in 
the hall of justice. 

I will conclude with one comment. 
Colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle will argue that we actually have 
confirmed a lot of President Bush’s 
nominees. The truth is that we have 
confirmed about the same number of 
district court judges as is usual for the 
Senate during the first term of the 
President. In the first 31⁄2 years of 
President Bush’s term, we have con-
firmed, so far, 198 judges, and that is 
pretty close to the other President’s by 
this overall statistic. President Bush 
would be on about the same pace as 
President Clinton, who appointed a 
total of 371 judges in 8 years—just 4 
fewer than the 375 appointed by Presi-
dent Reagan. This would be about par. 

The problem is, in the circuit court 
judges, Presidents ordinarily get most 
of their nominees confirmed, but Presi-
dent Bush is only getting about half of 
his confirmed. 

Here are the statistics. President 
Clinton saw 71 percent of his circuit 
court nominees receive a full vote in 
the Senate; the first President Bush, 79 
percent. President Reagan, 88 percent 
of his circuit nominees were confirmed; 
President Carter, 92 percent. But in the 
107th Congress—our Congress—Presi-
dent Bush has only gotten 53 percent of 
his circuit court nominees voted on by 
the full Senate, 17 out of 32. 

That is where the problem is and 
there is no secret why. As has been de-
scribed many times by my friends on 
the other side of the aisle, the circuit 
court is just below the Supreme Court. 
It is viewed as more powerful and more 
important than the district courts. 
There are many more district court 
judges. They are the court of first re-
sort. Their cases are appealed to the 
circuit courts. 

Most of the time, circuit court deci-
sions are not appealed or the appeals 
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are not accepted by the Supreme 
Court. It can only hear maybe 300 cases 
or so a year, so, as a practical matter, 
the circuit courts become the court of 
last resort. That is why Democrats 
have refused to even vote on President 
Bush’s nominees for circuit courts be-
cause they believe President Bush’s 
nominees would not be as capable, have 
the right political philosophy, or serve 
the interests of justice as well as a 
President of their party. 

As I have noted, whether Democrat 
or Republican, the full Senate under 
Republican control, as well as under 
Democratic control, has allowed votes 
on the vast majority of the circuit 
court nominees of previous Presidents. 
It is only President George Bush who 
has only received a vote on half of his 
circuit court nominees. That is what is 
going on. It is wrong. We need to vote. 
We need to vote on a nominee who has 
been pending now since November 11, 
2001, Judge Henry Saad. I urge my col-
leagues when that opportunity comes 
within the next several hours, we will 
have that opportunity, they will agree 
to permit an up-or-down vote. That is 
all we are asking for. 

If they have objections, and I see a 
couple of my colleagues are here, per-
haps they would like to discuss their 
objections to Henry Saad. But let the 
Senate vote on this nominee as we do 
with most other issues. We bring it to 
the vote. Our Members want to vote. 
But at least this man, who has been 
waiting now for 3 years, would have a 
chance to have his nomination either 
confirmed or rejected. 

I urge my colleagues to provide him 
that opportunity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be permitted to speak as 
in morning business and after I finish, 
in approximately 15 minutes, the Sen-
ator from New York be given an oppor-
tunity to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BIN LADEN FLIGHT MANIFEST 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

today I rise to discuss some disturbing 
information that was released to the 
public today. It concerns the aftermath 
of the terrorist attacks on the United 
States on September 11, 2001. 

A little more than a week after Sep-
tember 11, precisely on September 19, 
2001, a luxury airliner 727 took off from 
Boston Logan Airport. It was wheeled 
up, at 11 o’clock at night, under the 
cover of darkness. That airplane left 
the United States for Gander, Canada, 
then on to Paris, Geneva, and the final 
stop was Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. 

The question was, Who was on this 
charter flight carrying people who will 
never again set foot in the United 
States? That charter flight, 1 week 
after September 11, carried 12 members 
of the bin Laden family out of our 
country. When they left, they took a 
million unanswered questions with 
them. 

Now, on this chart is the flight mani-
fest of that fateful flight. I will read 
the names of those with the last name 
of bin Laden: ‘‘Najia Binladen, Khalil 
Binladen, Sultan Binladen, Khalil Sul-
tan Binladen, Shafig Binladen, Omar 
Awad Binladen, Badr Ahmed Binladen, 
Nawaf Bark Binladen, Mohammed 
Saleh Binladen, Salman Salem 
Binladen, Tamara Khalil Binladen, 
Sana’s Mohammed Binladen, and 
Faisal Khalid Binladen.’’ 

I ask my colleagues, why in the 
world would we let 12 members of 
Osama bin Laden’s family leave the 
country at that moment? 

One of the first rules of a criminal in-
vestigation when you have the suspect 
on the run is to interrogate the family 
members. Osama bin Laden had just 
murdered over 3,000 Americans, but the 
administration let his family flee. The 
question is, Why? 

There are reports that some of the 
bin Ladens were interviewed on the air-
plane by the FBI. Interviewed on the 
airplane? Everybody knows when the 
FBI is conducting a serious interview 
they do not do it within hearing of ev-
eryone else. These people were about to 
take off. Why would they disclose any-
thing to U.S. law enforcement? They 
were getting out of here. 

I have talked to law enforcement of-
ficials who said, at the very least, the 
bin Laden family should have been de-
tained on a material witness warrant 
and put under oath and asked the ques-
tion, Do you know where Osama bin 
Laden is? Do you know where his safe 
houses are? Where does he get his 
money? Who are his associates? 

The Saudi PR machine has been spin-
ning that Osama bin Laden is ostra-
cized from his family; no one has any 
contact with him anymore. Most ex-
perts believe that is not the truth. It 
may be true for some family members 
but certainly not all. 

It is, at the very least, unclear what 
bin Laden’s position on Osama bin 
Laden really is. Osama bin Laden’s 
brother, Yeslam bin Laden, was inter-
viewed on television recently. He was 
asked the question, Would you turn 
Osama bin Laden in, if you knew where 
he was? He essentially said no. 

Before it left this country, this char-
ter flight stopped in several U.S. cities. 
It started by picking up one bin Laden, 
Najia bin Laden, in Los Angeles. It 
then flew to Orlando to pick up more 
members of the bin Laden family. Once 
in Orlando, the crew of this charter 
flight found out who they were car-
rying as passengers and threatened to 
walk out. They did not want to fly that 
flight but the charter company insisted 
they stay on the job. The airplane was 
flown from Orlando to Dulles, near 
Washington, to pick up more bin 
Ladens. Then the flight landed at 
Logan Airport in Boston to pick up ad-
ditional family members to leave the 
country. 

At Logan Airport, the officials there 
were not eager to let this plane full of 
bin Ladens take off so easily. The air-

port officials demanded clearances 
from the Bush administration before 
they let this airplane leave. But then, 
to their astonishment, the clearances 
quickly came through. Let them leave, 
was the order from the Bush adminis-
tration. And we ask, Why? 

Look at the names of the bin Laden 
family members who are allowed to 
leave the country. It is astounding, 12 
of them, all of them with bin Laden 
last names. That is a pretty good indi-
cation that they ought to be ques-
tioned, ought to be interpreted, that 
they ought to tell what they know 
about Osama bin Laden, the murderer 
of our Americans. 

Millions of Americans were still dis-
traught on September 19. Thousands of 
foreigners were detained across our Na-
tion and across the world, but the fam-
ily of the perpetrator was let go. It 
makes no sense. 

Some of these individuals’ names 
raise specific concern. Take Omar bin 
Laden. He was under suspicion for in-
volvement in a suspected terrorist or-
ganization. This was known on Sep-
tember 19, 2001, but the administration 
allowed him to flee. Once again, we 
must ask the question, why? 

The President of the United States 
should explain to the American people 
why his administration let this plane 
leave. The American people are going 
to be shocked by this manifest, and 
they deserve an explanation. 

These are 12 names that may have 
been inconvenienced in September 2001, 
if we detained them and subjected 
them to questioning under oath. They 
might not have liked it. That is 12 peo-
ple potentially inconvenienced com-
pared to the almost 3,000 names of 
those murdered on 9/11. 

The American people deserve an an-
swer. This information is reliable. 
Manifests are always filed with flights, 
especially those going out of the coun-
try. The destination: Saudi Arabia, 
Saudi Arabia, Saudi Arabia—all the 
way down the line. The passport num-
bers are blocked out on this chart, but 
their identity is quite clear. 

This is a question that must be an-
swered. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HAGEL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
know my colleagues are waiting, so I 
will try to be brief. I have come to the 
floor to talk about a resolution Sen-
ator CORNYN and I are submitting on 
human trafficking. Before I get into 
that, I want to mention a couple of 
points in reference to my good friend 
from Arizona. One is a numerical ques-
tion. He talked about courts of appeals 
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judges who have been approved under 
previous administrations and then 
mentioned the 107th Congress of this 
administration. It is sort of a bit of 
comparing not apples and oranges but 
apples and half apples. 

I believe if you look at the number 
for the whole of President Bush’s term, 
it goes up considerably. It might not be 
quite as high as some of the others, but 
it is much higher than the 53 percent 
Senator KYL mentioned. Senator KYL 
is a good friend of mine. I mentioned 
this to him while he was here. 

But the second point I would make— 
I know my good colleague from Michi-
gan, CARL LEVIN, will be bringing this 
up at some length—to me, the issue is 
not a tit-for-tat issue. They did a lot of 
wrongs previously when President Clin-
ton was President and they did not let 
judges come through, and that created 
the vacancies in Michigan. But I have 
some sympathy for the Detroit News 
article Senator KYL quoted that said 
there should not be tit for tat here. 

Two wrongs don’t make a right. It is 
sort of anomalous for those creating 
the wrong to say two wrongs don’t 
make a right. But there is a far more 
important point, and that is this: The 
reason we have no approval of judges in 
Michigan is the President has ignored 
the part of the Constitution that talks 
about advise and consent. For the va-
cancies in Michigan, if the President 
sat down with the Michigan Senators, 
Mr. LEVIN and Ms. STABENOW—both 
reasonable people, people who have en-
gaged in many bipartisan relationships 
themselves—and said: ‘‘How do we 
work this out?’’ it would have been 
worked out in the first 6 months of the 
President’s term. 

The idea that, A, previous Senates 
have created vacancies, and then the 
President says to the Senators of that 
State or to the Senators of this body: 
‘‘It’s my way or no way. I’m picking 
the judges. You have no say,’’ that is 
what has created the deadlock. 

The Constitution calls for advice as 
well as consent. In States where there 
has been advice, it has worked. In my 
State of New York we have no vacan-
cies. Why? Because the administration 
has consulted with me. My colleague 
Senator CLINTON and I have nominated 
some judges to vacancies in New York. 
They have nominated the lion’s share, 
but none of them would meet with this 
body’s disapproval. 

I am sure, if the President would sim-
ply sit down with Senator LEVIN and 
Senator STABENOW, and say: ‘‘How do 
we work this out?’’ it would be worked 
out, pardon the expression, in a New 
York minute. But they do not. They 
have an attitude: Here is what we 
want. You approve them. And if you 
don’t approve every single one, then 
you are obstructionists. 

As has been mentioned over and over 
again, of the 200 judges this body has 
dealt with, 6 have been disapproved and 
194 have been approved. That is a darn 
good track record. I am a Yankee fan. 
The Yankees’ percentage is up there 

around .700, .650 in terms of wins and 
losses. We are all proud of that. The 
President is doing a lot better than the 
Yankees. 

The idea that ‘‘It’s my way or no 
way’’ is not going to work. Further-
more, I would argue to my colleagues, 
it is not what the Founding Fathers 
wanted. If they wanted the President 
to appoint judges unilaterally, they 
would have said so in the Constitution. 
But they wanted the Senate to have a 
say. 

I remind my colleagues, one of the 
first judges nominated by President 
Washington, John Rutledge of South 
Carolina, was rejected by the Senate 
because, of all things, of his views on 
the Jay treaty. And in that Senate 
were a good number of Founding Fa-
thers, people who had actually written 
the Constitution, so clearly the Found-
ing Fathers did not intend the Senate 
to be a rubberstamp. 

Certainly they did not intend for the 
Senate to hold up a majority of judges, 
but when the President nominates peo-
ple way out of the mainstream, when 
the President refuses to sit down and 
negotiate, these are the results. And I 
would guess—again, I defer to Senator 
LEVIN, who is on the floor—my view is, 
if the President or his counsel were to 
pick up the phone and say to Senator 
LEVIN: ‘‘How do we work this out?’’ it 
is still not too late, even as we enter 
the twilight of this Congress, to get it 
done. 

That is all I will say on that matter. 
I will leave the rest to my colleague 
from Michigan. 

(The remarks of Mr. SCHUMER per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 413 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New York for his 
comments relative to judicial appoint-
ments. He is exactly right in terms of 
the number of judges that this Senate 
has confirmed with the support of this 
side of the aisle. He is exactly right 
when it comes to the willingness of 
Senator STABENOW and myself to com-
promise the deadlock that exists with 
this administration over the Michigan 
judges. We have been willing to do that 
from the beginning of this administra-
tion. We continue to be willing to at-
tempt some kind of a compromise rel-
ative to these vacancies. 

What we are unwilling to do is to 
allow a tactic, which was used relative 
to these two women who were nomi-
nated by President Clinton which de-
nied them hearings for over 4 years and 
over 11⁄2 years respectively, to succeed, 
as the good Senator from New York 
said, to either create these vacancies 
or to leave these vacancies opened for 
the next President to fill. That is not 
the way things should work. It is not 
the way the Constitution contemplated 
it. We are going to do our best to con-
tinue to press for a bipartisan solution 
in a number of ways but in the mean-

time to not simply say, OK, go ahead, 
fill vacancies which should not exist 
but only exist because of the denial of 
hearings for two well-qualified women 
who were appointed by President Clin-
ton. 

I thank the Senator from New York 
for his comments, for his perception, 
for his willingness and determination— 
more than willingness—to look at the 
full meaning of the Constitution so 
that it is not just the President who 
makes appointments in a situation 
such as this and assumes that the va-
cancies, which were created by denial 
of hearings for nominees of the pre-
vious administration, will be rubber-
stamped by this body. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SCHUMER. First, I compliment 

my friend from Michigan for his stead-
fastness on this issue. Everyone knows 
the desire of the Senator and his col-
league, Senator STABENOW from Michi-
gan, to compromise. Over and over and 
over again, we on this side of the aisle 
have said: We don’t expect the Presi-
dent to appoint judges that we agree 
with on most things. In fact, for 200 
judges, the vast majority of us have 
voted for judges with whom we don’t 
agree on many issues. 

The point is, to blame these vacan-
cies, as my friend from Arizona tried to 
do, on the Senators, when the Presi-
dent refuses to just pick up the tele-
phone and call them and say, ‘‘How do 
we work this out,’’ is very unfair. 

I ask my colleague, once again, is he 
willing—and is Senator STABENOW, to 
his knowledge, willing—to sit down 
with the White House and come up 
with a compromise to fill these vacan-
cies and that these vacancies don’t 
have to remain vacant except for al-
most the intransigence of the White 
House to say, ‘‘If you don’t do it our 
way, we are not doing it any way’’? Am 
I wrong in that assumption? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator from New 
York is decidedly right. We have ex-
pressed that willingness. There have 
been a number of suggestions which 
have been made for compromise. One of 
the suggestions which we have made 
was that there be a bipartisan commis-
sion appointed in Michigan to make 
recommendations to the White House 
to fill these vacancies. The rec-
ommendations do not have to include 
these two women. Bipartisan commis-
sions have been appointed in other 
States without this kind of a deadlock 
existing but simply to promote biparti-
sanship. That suggestion has been re-
jected by the White House. 

There was another suggestion that 
was made by Senator LEAHY when he 
was chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee for that period of time the 
Democrats were in the majority. That 
suggestion was actually supported by 
the then-Republican Governor of 
Michigan. There was a recommenda-
tion by then-Chairman LEAHY as to 
how to resolve this issue. That was also 
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rejected by the White House. We con-
tinue to be open to suggestions to fill 
these vacancies, but we are deeply of 
the belief that the tactic that was used 
to deny hearings to qualified women— 
one of whom is a Michigan court of ap-
peals judge and the other one of whom 
is a celebrated appellate lawyer in 
front of the Sixth Circuit—should not 
succeed. Maybe it succeeds in some 
places where there are not Senators in 
those States who will object because 
the new President of their party picks 
somebody they like and may have rec-
ommended. 

But in a situation like this, when you 
have the advise-and-consent clause in 
the Constitution, and where there has 
been this kind of a tactic used, which 
the White House acknowledges was un-
fair—Judge Gonzalez has acknowledged 
that that tactic of denying hearings 
was unfair—simply to then fill the va-
cancies that were unfairly created is 
not something we can simply roll over 
and accept. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will my colleague 
yield further? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator 

for his steadfastness. He is hardly a 
person with a reputation of being un-
willing to compromise and work things 
out. To my knowledge, he loves to do 
that kind of thing. 

I will make one more point before 
yielding the floor. This involves my 
previous discussion with the Senator 
from Arizona, to corroborate and clar-
ify the RECORD. There have been 35 
court of appeals judges confirmed 
under President Bush. There were 65 in 
the 2 Clinton terms, twice as long. At 
least thus far, we are doing a better job 
confirming President Bush’s court of 
appeals nominees than the previous 
Senates did in confirming President 
Clinton’s. The numbers are fairly com-
parable, with President Bush doing a 
little bit better. 

With that, I yield back to my col-
league and tell him I fully support him 
in his quest for some degree of fairness 
and comity. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from 
New York. 

Mr. President, I discussed with the 
Senator from New York the situation 
and the background relative to these 
Michigan vacancies. Two women, He-
lene White, a court of appeals judge, 
and Kathleen McCree Lewis, well 
known in Michigan as a very effective 
advocate—particularly appellate advo-
cacy—were nominated by President 
Clinton to be on the Sixth Circuit 
Court of Appeals. 

Judge White was denied a hearing for 
over 4 years, which is the longest time 
anyone has ever awaited a hearing in 
the Senate. She was never given a 
hearing by the Judiciary Committee. 
Kathleen McCree Lewis waited over a 
year and a half without a hearing in 
the Judiciary Committee. 

For a time, there was a refusal to re-
turn blue slips on these two nominees 
by my then-colleague Spence Abraham. 

But even after Senator Abraham re-
turned the blue slips in the spring of 
2000, the women were not given hear-
ings. They never got a vote in the Judi-
ciary Committee or on the floor. 

That distortion of the judicial nomi-
nating process was unfair to the two 
nominees. It deprived the previous ad-
ministration of consideration by the 
Senate of those two nominees. Senator 
STABENOW and I have objected to pro-
ceeding to the current nominees until a 
just resolution is achieved. 

Moving forward without resolving 
the impasse in a bipartisan manner 
could indeed deepen partisan dif-
ferences and make future efforts to re-
solve this matter more difficult. I have 
said repeatedly that the number of 
Michigan vacancies on the Sixth Cir-
cuit provides an unusual opportunity 
for bipartisan compromise. 

Judge Helene White was nominated 
to a vacancy on the Sixth Circuit on 
January 7, 1997. I returned my blue slip 
on Judge White’s nomination. The jun-
ior Senator from Michigan, Mr. Abra-
ham, did not. More than 10 months 
later, on October 22, 1997, Senator 
LEAHY, as ranking member of the Judi-
ciary Committee, delivered what would 
be the first of at least 16 statements on 
the Senate floor, made over a 4-year 
period regarding Sixth Circuit nomina-
tions in Michigan. He called for the 
committee to act on Judge White’s 
nomination. His appeal, like others 
that were to follow, was unsuccessful. 

For instance, in October of 1998, more 
than a year and a half after Judge 
White was nominated, Senator LEAHY 
returned to the floor, where he warned 
the following: 

In each step of the process, judicial nomi-
nees are being delayed and stalled. 

His plea was ignored. The 105th Con-
gress ended without a hearing for 
Judge White. 

On January 26, 1999, the beginning of 
the next Congress, President Clinton 
again submitted Judge White’s nomi-
nation. That day, I sent one of many 
notes to both Senator Abraham and to 
the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. In that letter, I said the 105th 
Congress had ended without a Judici-
ary Committee hearing for Judge 
White and suggested that fundamental 
fairness dictated there be an early 
hearing in the 106th Congress. Again, 
no hearing. 

On March 1, 1999, Judge Cornelia 
Kennedy took senior status, opening a 
second Michigan vacancy on the Sixth 
Circuit. The next day, Senator LEAHY 
returned to the floor, repeated his pre-
vious statement that nominations were 
being stalled, and raised Judge White’s 
nomination as an example. 

On September 16, 1999, President 
Clinton decided to nominate Kathleen 
McCree Lewis to that second vacancy. 
Soon thereafter, within 2 weeks, I 
spoke with Senator Abraham about 
both nominations, the Lewis and the 
White nominations. It had been more 
than 21⁄2 years since Judge White was 
first nominated. Twice in the next 

month and a half, Senator LEAHY urged 
the committee to act, calling the 
treatment of judicial nominees uncon-
scionable. 

On November 18, 1999, I again wrote 
to Senator Abraham and Chairman 
HATCH, urging hearings in January 2000 
for the two nominees. I then noted that 
Judge White had been waiting for near-
ly 3 years for a hearing, and I stated 
that confirmation of the two women 
was essential for fundamental fairness. 
My appeals were for naught, and 1999 
ended without hearings in the Judici-
ary Committee. 

In February of 2000, Senator LEAHY 
spoke again on the floor about vacan-
cies on the Sixth Circuit. A few weeks 
later, in February of 2000, I made a per-
sonal plea to Senator Abraham and 
Chairman HATCH to hold hearings on 
the Michigan nominees. Again, I was 
unsuccessful and no hearing was sched-
uled. 

On March 20, the chief judge of the 
Sixth Circuit sent a letter to Chairman 
HATCH expressing concerns about an al-
leged statement from a member of the 
Judiciary Committee that ‘‘due to par-
tisan considerations,’’ there would be 
no more hearings or votes on vacancies 
for the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals 
during the Clinton administration. The 
judge’s concern would turn out to be 
well-founded. 

On April 13, 2000, Senator Abraham 
returned his blue slips for both Judge 
White and Ms. Lewis without indi-
cating his approval or disapproval. The 
day Senator Abraham returned his blue 
slips, I spoke to Chairman HATCH and 
sent him a letter reminding him that 
blue slips had now been returned, that 
objections had not been raised, ex-
pressed my concern about the uncon-
scionable length of time the nomina-
tions had been pending, and I urged 
that they be placed on the agenda of 
the next Judiciary Committee con-
firmation hearing. 

Those efforts were unsuccessful. Two 
Michigan nominees were not placed on 
the agenda. I tried again early May 
2000. I sent another note to Chairman 
HATCH, but those nominations were not 
placed on the committee’s hearing 
agenda then or ever. 

Over the next several months, Sen-
ator LEAHY went to the floor 10 more 
times to urge action on the Michigan 
nominees. More than once, I also raised 
the issue on the Senate floor. 

In the fall of 2000, in a final attempt 
to move the nominations of two Michi-
gan nominees, I met with the majority 
leader, Senator LOTT, and Senator 
DASCHLE to discuss the situation. I 
sent a letter to the majority leader 
urging him, stating, ‘‘The nominees 
from Michigan are women of integrity 
and fairness. They have been stalled in 
this Senate for an unconscionable 
amount of time without any stated 
reason.’’ 

Neither the meeting with the major-
ity leader nor the letter resulted in the 
Judiciary Committee holding hearings 
on these nominations, and the 106th 
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Congress ended without hearings for ei-
ther woman. 

Judge White’s nomination was pend-
ing for more than 4 years, the longest 
period of time of any circuit court 
nominee waiting for a hearing in the 
history of the Senate. And Ms. Lewis’s 
nomination was pending for over a year 
and a half. 

There has been a great debate over 
the issue of blue slips. I am not sure 
this is the place for a lengthy debate 
on that issue, but I will say there has 
not been a consistent policy, appar-
ently, relative to blue slips, although it 
would seem as though the inconsist-
ency has worked one way. 

In 1997, when asked by a reporter 
about a Texas nominee opposed by the 
Republican Senators from Texas, 
Chairman HATCH said the policy is that 
if a Senator returns a negative blue 
slip, that person is going to be dead. In 
October 7, 1999, Chairman HATCH said, 
with respect to the nomination of 
Judge Ronnie White: 

I might add, had both home-State Senators 
been opposed to Judge (Ronnie) White in 
committee, John White would never have 
come to the floor under our rules. I have to 
say, that would be true whether they are 
Democrat Senators or Republican Senators. 
That has just been the way the Judiciary 
Committee has operated. . . . 

Apparently, it is not operating that 
way anymore because both Michigan 
Senators have objected to this nominee 
based on the reasons which I have set 
forth: that we cannot accept a tactic 
which keeps vacancies open, refusing 
hearings to the nominees of one Presi-
dent to keep vacancies open so they 
can then be filled by another President. 
That tactic should be stopped. It is not 
going to be stopped if these nomina-
tions are just simply approved without 
a compromise being worked out which 
would preserve a bipartisan spirit and 
the constitutional spirit about the ap-
pointment of Federal judges. 

It is my understanding that not a 
single judicial nominee for district or 
circuit courts—not one—got a Judici-
ary Committee hearing during the 
Clinton administration if there was op-
position from one home State Senator, 
let alone two. Now both home State 
Senators oppose proceeding with these 
judicial nominees absent a bipartisan 
approach. 

Enough about blue slips. Senator 
Abraham then did return blue slips in 
April of 2000. He had marked them nei-
ther ‘‘support’’ nor ‘‘oppose’’, but they 
were returned without a statement of 
opposition. And what happened? What 
happened is, even though those blue 
slips were returned by Senator Abra-
ham, there still were no hearings given 
to the Michigan nominees to the Sixth 
Circuit. 

There was also an Ohio nominee 
named Kent Markus who was nomi-
nated to the Sixth Circuit. In his case, 
both home State Senators indicated 
their approval of his nomination, but 
nonetheless, this Clinton nominee was 
not granted a Judiciary Committee 

hearing, and his troubling account of 
that experience shed some additional 
light on the Michigan situation. 

He testified before the Judiciary 
Committee last May, and said the fol-
lowing. This is the Ohio Clinton nomi-
nee to the Sixth Circuit: 

To their credit, Senator DeWine and his 
staff and Senator Hatch’s staff and others 
close to him were straight with me. Over and 
over again they told me two things: One, 
there will be no more confirmations to the 
Sixth Circuit during the Clinton administra-
tion, and two, this has nothing to do with 
you; don’t take it personally—it doesn’t 
matter who the nominee is, what credentials 
they may have or what support they may 
have. 

Then Marcus went on. This is his tes-
timony in front of the Judiciary Com-
mittee: 

On one occasion, Senator DeWine told me 
‘‘This is bigger than you and it’s bigger than 
me.’’ Senator Kohl, who kindly agreed to 
champion my nomination within the Judici-
ary Committee, encountered a similar brick 
wall. . . . The fact was, a decision had been 
made to hold the vacancies and see who won 
the Presidential election. With a Bush win, 
all those seats could go to Bush rather than 
Clinton nominees. 

We are not alone in the view that 
what occurred with respect to these 
Sixth Circuit nominees was fundamen-
tally unfair. Even Judge Gonzales, the 
current White House counsel, has ac-
knowledged it was wrong for the Re-
publican-led Senate to delay action on 
judicial nominees for partisan reasons, 
at one point even calling the treatment 
of some nominees ‘‘inexcusable,’’ to use 
his word. 

The tactic used against the two 
Michigan nominees should not be al-
lowed to succeed, but as determined as 
we are that it not succeed, we are 
equally determined that there be a bi-
partisan solution, both to resolve a 
current impasse, but also for the sake 
of this process. There is such an oppor-
tunity to have a bipartisan solution be-
cause there are four Michigan vacan-
cies on the Sixth Circuit. 

In order to achieve a fair resolution, 
Senator STABENOW and I have made a 
number of proposals, and we have ac-
cepted a number of proposals. We pro-
posed a bipartisan commission to rec-
ommend nominees to the President. 
Similar commissions have been used in 
other States. The commission would 
not be limited to any particular people. 
The two nominees of President Clinton 
may not be recommended by a bipar-
tisan commission. Of greater impor-
tance, the existence of recommenda-
tions of a commission are not binding 
on the President. 

The White House, in response to this 
suggestion—again, even though it was 
used in other States—has said that the 
constitutional power to appoint judges 
rests with the President, and of course 
it does. So there is no way anyone 
would propose or should propose that a 
bipartisan commission be able to make 
recommendations which would be bind-
ing upon the President of the United 
States, nor is the recommendation 

binding upon the Senate of the United 
States. It is simply a recommendation. 
This has occurred in other States 
under these and similar circumstances, 
and there is no reason why it should 
not be used here. 

We also, again, were given a sugges-
tion by the then-chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee, Senator LEAHY, who 
has tried his very best to figure out a 
solution to this deadlock. Senator 
LEAHY made a suggestion which was 
acceptable to both Senator STABENOW 
and me. It was acceptable even to the 
then-Republican Governor of the State 
of Michigan, Governor Engler, but it 
was rejected by the White House. 

We have an unusual opportunity to 
obtain a bipartisan solution. It is an 
opportunity which has been afforded to 
us by the large number of vacancies in 
Michigan on the Sixth Circuit Court of 
Appeals. Finding that bipartisan path 
would be of great benefit, not just as a 
solution to this problem but to set a 
positive tone for the resolution of 
other judicial disputes as well. 

In addition to the points which I 
have made, we made the additional 
point at the Judiciary Committee rel-
ative to the qualifications of Judge 
Saad. We indicated then and we went 
into some detail then that it is our be-
lief that his judicial temperament falls 
below the standard expected of nomi-
nees to the second highest court in this 
country. 

The Judiciary Committee considered 
a number of issues relating to that sub-
ject, judicial temperament or shortfall 
thereof, of this nominee in a closed ses-
sion of the Judiciary Committee. I will 
not go into detail further, except to 
say we have made that point. We feel 
very keenly about that issue. 

The vote in the Judiciary Committee 
was 10 to 9 to report out this nomina-
tion. It was a vote along party lines. 
The temperament issue, however, was 
raised, and properly so, in the Judici-
ary Committee, as well as this basic 
underlying issue which I have spent 
some time outlining this afternoon. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

THE IRAQ DEBATE 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to discuss a matter of great 
relevance to the debate about the war 
in Iraq and the recent Senate report on 
the intelligence community. This re-
port has illuminated a subject of con-
siderable controversy and partisan 
criticism of the President. 

I also rise to speak about the impor-
tance of maintaining a basic standard 
of fairness in American politics. 

I am talking about the controversy 
that erupted over the infamous ‘‘16 
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words’’ in the State of the Union Ad-
dress that Senator KERRY and numer-
ous Senate Democrats and the media 
cited in accusations that the President 
misled the country into war. 

On January 28, 2003, President Bush 
told the American people that: 

The British government has learned that 
Saddam Hussein recently sought significant 
quantities of uranium from Africa. 

That was in the President’s State of 
the Union address in January 2003. 

When doubt surfaced about some— 
but not all—of the evidence supporting 
this claim, Joe Wilson, who had trav-
eled to Niger to investigate an aspect 
of the intelligence, penned an op-ed in 
the New York Times accusing the ad-
ministration of manipulating intel-
ligence. 

Not pausing for a full investigation, a 
partisan parade of Democratic Sen-
ators and Presidential candidates took 
to the streets to criticize the President 
and accuse him of misleading the Na-
tion into war, a very serious charge. 

Sensing a scandal, the media 
pounced. 

NBC aired 40 reports on Wilson’s 
claim. CBS aired 30 reports, while ABC 
aired 18. 

Newspapers did not hold back either. 
The New York Times printed 70 arti-
cles reinforcing these allegations, 
while the Washington Post printed 98. 

Pundits and politicians gorged them-
selves on the story. 

Joe Wilson rose to great fame on the 
back of this inflammatory charge. He 
wrote a book for which he received a 
five-figure advance, he was lionized by 
the liberal left, and he became an ad-
viser to Senator KERRY’s Presidential 
campaign, a campaign to which he is 
also a financial contributor. 

Of course, we now know Wilson’s al-
legation was false. And we know the 
chief proponent of this charge, Joe Wil-
son, has been proven to be a liar. 

After more than a year of misrepre-
sentation and obfuscation, two bipar-
tisan reports from two different coun-
tries have thoroughly repudiated Wil-
son’s assertions and determined that 
President Bush’s 16-word statement 
about Iraq’s effort to procure uranium 
from Niger was well founded. 

In fact, the real 16-word statement 
we should focus on is the one from 
Lord Butler’s comprehensive report 
about British intelligence. Here is what 
he had to say: 

We conclude that the statement in Presi-
dent Bush’s State of the Union address . . . 
is well founded. 

Let me repeat Lord Butler’s state-
ment: 

We conclude that the statement in Presi-
dent Bush’s State of the Union address . . . 
is well founded. 

Those are 16 words to remember. 
It is now worth the Senate’s time to 

consider Mr. Wilson’s claims. 
Claim No. 1 is Wilson’s assertion that 

his Niger trip report should have de-
bunked the State of the Union claim. 

On this bold allegation, the Senate’s 
bipartisan report included this impor-
tant conclusion: 

The report on the former Ambassador’s 
trip to Niger, disseminated in March 2002, did 
not change any analysts’ assessments of the 
Iraq-Niger uranium deal. For most analysts, 
the information in the report lent more 
credibility to the original CIA reports on the 
uranium deal. . . . 

Let me repeat: 
For most analysts, the information in the 

report lent more credibility to the original 
CIA reports on the uranium deal. . . . 

Claim No. 2 is similarly egregious. 
According to the Washington Post, 

‘‘Wilson provided misleading informa-
tion to the Washington Post last June. 
He said then that the Niger intel-
ligence was based on a document that 
had clearly been forged . . . ’’ But ‘‘the 
documents . . . were not in U.S. hands 
until eight months after Wilson made 
his trip to Niger.’’ 

Predictably, this bombshell appeared 
on page A9. Page A9, Mr. President. 
After this story had previously enjoyed 
extensive coverage on Page A1. 

There were indeed document for-
geries, but these documents were not 
the only evidence that convinced for-
eign intelligence services about Iraq’s 
efforts to purchase uranium. 

Damningly, the former Prime Min-
ister of Niger himself believed the 
Iraqis wanted to purchase uranium and 
according to the Financial Times: 

European intelligence officers have now re-
vealed that three years before the fake docu-
ments became public, human and electronic 
intelligence sources from a number of coun-
tries picked up repeated discussion of an il-
licit trade in uranium from Niger. One of the 
customers discussed by the traders was Iraq. 

And the Wall Street Journal has re-
ported that: 

French and British intelligence (services) 
separately told the U.S. about possible Iraqi 
attempts to buy uranium in Niger.—7/19/04 

Mr. President, when the French cor-
roborate a story that Iraq is seeking 
WMD, you’re probably in the right 
ballpark. 

Indeed, the Senate’s bipartisan re-
port concluded that at the time: 
it was reasonable for analysts to assess that 
Iraq may have been seeking uranium from 
Africa based on CIA reporting and other 
available intelligence. 

Claim No. 3 is Wilson’s repeated de-
nial that his wife, Valerie Plame, a CIA 
analyst, never recommended him for 
the Niger trip. 

In his ironically titled book, The Pol-
itics of Truth, Wilson claimed: 

Valerie had nothing to do with the matter 
She definitely had not proposed that I make 
the trip. 

In fact, the bipartisan Senate Intel-
ligence Report includes testimony that 
Plame ‘‘offered up his name’’ and 
quotes a memo that Plame wrote that 
asserts ‘‘my husband has good rela-
tions with Niger officials.’’ 

The New York Times recently re-
ported that: 

Instead of assigning a trained intelligence 
officer to the Niger case, though, the C.I.A. 
sent a former American Ambassador, Joseph 
Wilson, to talk to former Niger officials. His 
wife, Valerie Plame, was an officer in the 
counterproliferation division, and she had 

suggested that he be sent to Niger, according 
to the Senate report. 

That story can be read on Page A14 of 
the New York Times. 

Claim No. 4 is Wilson’s allegation 
that the CIA warned the White House 
about the Niger claim and that the 
White House manipulated intelligence 
to bolster its argument for war. Wilson 
charged: 

The problem is not the intelligence but the 
manipulation of intelligence. That will all 
come out despite (Sen.) Roberts’ effort to 
shift the blame. This was and is a White 
House issue, not a CIA issue. 

This reckless charge by Wilson was, we 
know, repeated by many of the President’s 
critics. 

Of course, it is not true. It simply is 
not true. 

The Senate Intelligence Report de-
termined the White House did not ma-
nipulate intelligence, but rather that 
the CIA had provided faulty informa-
tion to policymakers. And the Wash-
ington Post recently reported that 
‘‘Contrary to Wilson’s assertions the 
CIA did not tell the White House it had 
qualms about the reliability of the Af-
rica intelligence.’’ (Susan Schmidt, 
Washington Post, A9, 7/10/04) 

Again: Front page news on Page A9. 
According to the New York Times 

and the Senate Intelligence Report, 
Joe Wilson admitted to Committee 
staff that some of his assertions in his 
book may have, quote, ‘‘involved a lit-
tle literary flair.’’ 

‘‘Literary flair’’ is a fancy way of 
saying what ordinary people shooting 
the breeze on their front porches all 
across America call by its real name: a 
lie. That is what it is. 

So, the truth is Joe Wilson did not 
expose the Administration; in fact, he 
has been exposed as a liar. 

He misrepresented the findings of his 
trip to Niger, he fabricated stories 
about recognizing forgeries he never 
saw, he falsely accused the White 
House of manipulating intelligence, 
and he misrepresented his wife’s role in 
promoting him for the mission. 

Joe Wilson’s false claims have been 
exposed, but the networks aren’t rush-
ing to correct the story. Will NBC cor-
rect the 40 times it ran Wilson’s 
claims, will CBS correct the 30 times, 
will ABC correct the 18? 

To be sure, a few networks and news-
papers have noted the Senate Intel-
ligence Report conclusions, but where 
is the balance? Where are the lead sto-
ries? Where are the banner headlines? 
In short, where is the fairness? 

Sadly, that is the state of political 
coverage in this election year. Scream-
ing charges about the President made 
on A1, repudiation of the charges on 
A9, if they are made at all. Is that fair? 

What of the political campaigns? It’s 
a small wonder the Democrat can-
didates for President and their sup-
porters aggressively picked up the Wil-
son claim. After all, the media was 
driving the train, so why not hitch a 
ride? 

However, now that Wilson’s false 
claims have been exposed, shouldn’t a 
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basic sense of fairness prevail? 
Shouldn’t the partisans admit they 
were wrong, too? 

For example, some of my colleagues 
in the Senate should ask themselves if 
it’s now appropriate to distance them-
selves from Joe Wilson’s distortions. 
Speaking on this floor on March 23, the 
Minority Leader praised Wilson and ac-
cused the Administration of retaliating 
against him: 

When Ambassador Joe Wilson told the 
truth about the administration’s misleading 
claims about Iraq, Niger, and uranium, the 
people around the President didn’t respond 
with facts. Instead they publicly disclosed 
that Ambassador Wilson’s wife was a deep- 
cover CIA agent. 

Just last month, Senator DASCHLE 
noted: 

Sunlight, it’s been said, is the best dis-
infectant. But for too long, the administra-
tion has been able to keep Congress and the 
American people in the dark . . . other seri-
ous matters, such as the manipulation of in-
telligence about Iraq, have received only fit-
ful attention. 

I hope he will acknowledge now the 
inaccuracy of his statement, and allow 
the sunlight to shine on Ambassador 
Wilson’s fictions. 

Senator KERRY welcomed Wilson 
onto his campaign team of advisors, 
and his campaign hosts Wilson’s 
website, which carries a disclaimer 
that it is ‘‘Paid for by JOHN KERRY for 
President, Inc.’’ 

The Kerry/Wilson website includes a 
collection of articles by and about Joe 
Wilson that propound his baseless alle-
gations against the Bush Administra-
tion, which I don’t have time to go into 
today. Suffice it to say that show-
casing Wilson’s discredited views 
should at least be met with some ac-
knowledgement that he was wrong all 
along. 

Perhaps we can learn a thing or two 
from the recent episode involving 
Sandy Berger. 

Berger, an advisor to President Clin-
ton and Senator KERRY stepped down 
from the Kerry campaign. He’s under 
investigation for removing and pos-
sibly destroying classified documents 
being reviewed by the 9/11 Commission. 

Were I to engage in a little literary 
flair, I might say it seems Sandy 
walked out of the National Archives 
with some PDBs in his BVDs, and some 
classified docs in his socks. At any 
rate, I think it is appropriate, and po-
litically wise, for him to leave the 
Kerry campaign. 

It is clear Senator KERRY approved of 
Mr. Berger’s departure. He should cer-
tainly ask the discredited Mr. WILSON 
to leave the team as well. 

I close with a simple observation. I 
believe vigorous political disagree-
ments are the heart of a strong democ-
racy. When our debates are rooted in 
fact, impassioned political disagree-
ment makes our country stronger. 

I also believe Americans value funda-
mental fairness—fundamental fair-
ness—and deserve a news media that 
reflects this value. How is it fair to re-
port an accusation with blaring page 1 

headlines and around-the-clock tele-
vision coverage and not give a slam- 
dunk repudiation of the charge the 
same kind of attention? 

We will watch over the next few days 
to see if fundamental fairness will be 
met, and if those who championed Mr. 
WILSON’s charges will set the record 
straight. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I com-

pliment the distinguished majority 
whip, the assistant floor leader, for 
what is an excellent set of remarks, 
long overdue and very much on point. 

I am on the Senate Select Committee 
on Intelligence. I remember when this 
whole brouhaha came up, how de-
meaned the President of the United 
States was, not only by the media but 
by this man, Ambassador Wilson, who 
immediately took great glee in slam-
ming the President because of 16 words 
that happened to be accurate. We could 
not talk about it before now, but the 
British findings show the President 
was accurate. And I, for one, am very 
happy for the Butler report and for 
what came out. 

I agree with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky that this was page 
1 offensive media to the President of 
the United States, undermining what 
he was saying, what he was doing, and 
what we have backed him on this floor 
in doing. Now that this man has been 
caught in these shall I say discrep-
ancies—some might be a lot stronger 
than that—we see hardly any com-
ments about it. But having said that, I 
have to say I have been reading the 
Washington Post, and they have acted 
quite responsibly. Many of the other 
media have not acted that way. But 
the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky covered this matter very well. 

I feel sorry whenever partisan poli-
tics trumps truth, whenever, in the in-
terest of trying to get a political ad-
vantage from one side or the other, 
anybody of the stature of a former Am-
bassador of the United States would 
participate in distorting the record, es-
pecially when he knew better. 

So again, I thank my colleague. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my friend from Utah. Hopefully, 
this will be the beginning of a wave of 
coverage both on the networks and in 
the newspapers on correcting the 
record and making it clear that Mr. 
Wilson’s assertions are demonstrably 
false and have been so found by two dif-
ferent important reports. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. I want to comment that 
anybody with brains, when they saw 
that Iraqi team and knew of the Iraqi 
team—of course, they could not say 
much about it until now—knew the 
Iraqi team had gone over to Niger, why 
else would they have spent the time? 
Niger had hardly any exportable prod-
ucts other than food, except for 
yellowcake uranium. Why would they 
waste their time going to Niger? 

I remember at the time thinking: 
This smells, this argument that the 
President has misused 16 words and 
that the CIA should be held totally re-
sponsible because those 16 words were 
wrong. And now we find they were not 
necessarily wrong. In fact, they were 
right. 

That smacks of this whole matter of 
partisanship with regard to the current 
Presidential race. We have our two col-
leagues on the other side who are now 
running for President and Vice Presi-
dent who voted for our actions in Iraq. 
At least one of them spoke out on how 
serious the actions of the Iraqi regime 
under Saddam Hussein were, voted for 
it, and now they are trying to weasel 
out because they voted against funding 
it, saying they wanted to get it done 
right. Well, that is a nice argument, 
except that we have well over 100,000 of 
our young men and women over there, 
and others as well, who are put at risk 
if we do not fund the effort once it has 
started. 

Secondly, I heard lots of comments 
from the other side as to weapons of 
mass destruction. They knew Saddam 
Hussein had them in the early 1990s. 
The U.N. knew they had them. Almost 
every Democrat of substance spoke out 
that he had them, were concerned 
about the fact that he had weapons of 
mass destruction, that he was trying to 
obtain weapons of mass destruction, in-
cluding the distinguished candidate for 
President in the Democratic Party. 

And to get cheap political advantage, 
they have tried to undermine the 
President of the United States because, 
so far, we have not been able to dis-
cover except small evidences of actual 
weapons of mass destruction. 

What has not been said, for the most 
part, is any basement in Baghdad, any 
swimming pool in Baghdad—a city the 
size of Los Angeles—could store all of 
the biological weapons necessary to 
kill a whole city such as Baghdad or 
Los Angeles and could store all of the 
chemical weapons that could cause 
havoc all over the world. The fact we 
have not found them yet does not mean 
they are not there. 

It does appear the nuclear program 
Saddam Hussein had authorized in the 
early 1990s—and had been well on its 
way to accomplishing the development 
of a nuclear device—was not as forward 
advanced as many of us thought. But 
there is no question they had the sci-
entists in place. There is no question 
they had the knowledge in place. There 
is no question they had the documents 
in place. There is no question he want-
ed to do that, no question that he 
would have done it if he could. 

I think as time goes on, more and 
more information will come out that 
will indicate that the President of the 
United States has taken the right 
course, with the help of this whole 
body. It seems strange to me that so 
many are trying to weasel out of the 
position they took earlier in backing 
the President of the United States and 
in backing our country and in backing 
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our soldiers, and are trying to make 
political advantage out of some of the 
difficulties we have over there. 

Now that political advantage has 
been tremendously diminished—tre-
mendously diminished—as of the time 
that jurisdiction was turned over to 
the Iraqis. They are now running their 
country, with us as backup to help 
them, to help bring about the freedoms 
all of us in America take for granted 
every day. I doubt they will ever have 
the total freedoms we take for granted 
every day, but they have a lot more 
freedom now than they ever even con-
templated or thought possible under 
the Saddam Hussein regime. 

That is because of our country. That 
is because of our young men and 
women who have sacrificed. I particu-
larly resent it when, for cheap political 
advantage, some of our colleagues get 
up and moan and groan about what is 
going on over there. Every time they 
do it, it undermines the very nature of 
what our young men and women are 
sacrificing to accomplish. 

Fortunately, it is the few who do 
that. But nobody on this floor on either 
side should be undermining our young 
men and women over in Iraq, who are 
heroically serving, some dying—over 
900, as we stand here today. 

Cheap political advantage—that is 
the era we are in, I take it. Both sides 
from time to time have used efforts to 
accomplish cheap political advantage, 
but I have never heard it worse than 
what I have seen this year against this 
President. I have never seen a more vi-
cious group of people than the outside 
commentators who hate President 
Bush. In all honesty, we can sit back 
and let these terrorists run around this 
world and do whatever they want to do 
and act like it won’t affect us or we 
can take action to try to solve the 
problem. 

It is a long-term problem; it is not a 
short-term one. It is going to take a lot 
of courage and good leadership, and it 
is going to take people who don’t just 
quit and hope they will go away. They 
are not going to go away. These people 
are committed ideologues. They are 
theocratic ideologues. And in many re-
spects throughout the history of the 
world, that is where most of the really 
dangerous difficulties come. It is 
through vicious, radical, theocratic 
ideologues. Frankly, that is what we 
are facing. Anybody who thinks this is 
going to be just an easy slam dunk to 
resolve has not looked at any of the in-
telligence, has not thought it through, 
and really has not spent enough time 
worrying about it on the Senate floor 
or otherwise. 

I have not always agreed with our 
President. I probably have been wrong 
when I haven’t. The fact is, I sure agree 
with him in supporting our troops and 
supporting freedom in the world. Think 
about it. If Saddam Hussein had been 
allowed to go on unchecked, not only 
would millions of Iraqis be kept in ter-
rible conditions, upwards of a million 
killed viciously by that regime, but ul-

timately he would have developed nu-
clear weapons, as he was trying to do 
in the early 1990s and came close to 
doing by everybody’s measure who 
knew anything about it. Had that oc-
curred and we didn’t do anything about 
it, guess who would have had to. And if 
they had to, as they did in the early 
1980s in taking out the nuclear reactor, 
we would have world war III without 
question. 

So there is a lot involved here. This 
is not some simple itty-bitty problem, 
nor is it something conjured up by the 
President of the United States, nor is 
it something that really intelligent, 
honest, bipartisan people should ig-
nore. We need to work together in the 
best interests of this country and of 
the world to make sure that these mad-
men do not control the world and con-
tinue to control our destinies and that 
these madmen don’t get so powerful 
that they can do just about anything 
they want to in the world. You can see 
how they try to intimidate just by 
threats and even action. Well, great 
countries cannot give in to threats, nor 
can we give in to offensive action that 
needs to be dealt with. This country 
has led the world in standing for free-
dom. 

I have to say that I loved the com-
ment of Colin Powell when somebody 
in a foreign land snidely accused the 
United States of attempted hegemony 
or trying to be imperial. He basically 
said: Our young men and women have 
given their lives all over this world for 
freedom, and the only ground that we 
have ever asked in return is that in 
which we bury our dead. That is true to 
this day. I think if the rest of the world 
looks at it honestly, they will have to 
say America really does stand for that 
principle: freedom and decency and 
honor and justice, not just in this land 
but for other lands as well. 

Mr. President, as I understand it, we 
are on the Saad nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL-
ENT). The Senator is correct. 

Mr. HATCH. As we begin the debate 
on this nomination, I want to put it in 
the larger context of the judicial nomi-
nation process. 

On May 9, 2001, President Bush nomi-
nated 11 outstanding individuals to 
serve on the Federal bench. I would 
note that this was months earlier than 
previous new Presidents, giving the 
Senate plenty of time to begin consid-
ering his nominees. In the 3-plus 
years—over 1,100 days—since those 
nominations, the Senate has confirmed 
only 8 of the first 11 nominees. By com-
parison, the previous 3 Presidents saw 
their first 11 appeals court nominees 
all confirmed in an average of just 81 
days following their nomination. We 
are now 1,100 days past. Not so for 
President Bush. 

While three of his first nominees 
were confirmed within 6 months, many 
others waited for 2 years or more be-
fore they were confirmed. But even this 
long wait was better than the fate of 
the three remaining nominees who 
have been subjected to filibusters. 

One of those, Miguel Estrada, waited 
for more than 21⁄2 years and became the 
target of the first filibuster against a 
judicial nominee in American history. 
This Hispanic man deserved better 
treatment, but he was mistreated for 
crass partisan purposes. Though a bi-
partisan majority of Senators sup-
ported Miguel Estrada, he had to with-
draw after an unprecedented seven clo-
ture votes, meaning seven attempts to 
try and get to a vote where he could 
have a vote up or down. Those seven 
cloture votes, any one of which would 
have ended the filibuster and allowed 
that vote up or down, he went through 
seven of them, the most in the history 
of this country for any judicial nomi-
nee. By the way, the only nominees 
who have ever had to go through clo-
ture votes in a real filibuster or in real 
filibusters have been President Bush’s 
nominees. We have had cloture votes 
before, but there never was any ques-
tion that the nominees were going to 
get a vote in the end. 

Several weeks prior to those first 
nominations, shortly after President 
Bush’s inauguration, the Democratic 
leader stated that the Senate minority 
would use ‘‘whatever means necessary’’ 
to block judicial nominees they did not 
like. We have seen the fulfillment of 
that statement as a variety of tech-
niques have been employed to delay or 
obstruct the confirmation of nominees, 
including bottling up nominees in com-
mittee, injecting ideology into the con-
firmation process, seeking all unpub-
lished opinions, requesting nominees to 
produce Government-owned confiden-
tial memoranda, repeated rounds of 
written questions, and multiple filibus-
ters. It is a sad commentary on the de-
terioration of the judicial confirmation 
process that we are now approaching 
double-digit filibusters in the U.S. Sen-
ate of 10 judges or more. 

Let me reiterate a few points which I 
made yesterday concerning the process 
of confirming judges. Despite this 
range and frequency of obstructionist 
tactics which we have seen, some of 
them entirely new in American his-
tory, the Senate has confirmed 198 
judges during the past 3 years. I will 
note that this is behind the pace of 
President Clinton in his first term. And 
the minority has made even these con-
firmations as difficult as possible. Yet 
some of my colleagues think that the 
constitutional duty to advise and con-
sent has a time clock attached to it 
and that the time has run out for the 
Senate to do its duty. I reject this 
analysis, either that the previous 
agreement to allow the vote on the 25 
judges was the sum total of our work in 
the Senate or the notion that judicial 
nominations cannot be confirmed after 
some mythical deadline is announced. 

There are plenty of examples of con-
firmation of judges in Presidential 
election years during the fall, some of 
which occurred during or after the 
election was held. Stephen Breyer is a 
perfect illustration. He now sits on the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 
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Stephen Breyer was confirmed to the 
First Circuit Court of Appeals. That is 
just one example. I was the one who 
helped make that possible because 
Reagan had been elected. 

The Republicans had won the Senate 
for the first time in decades. There was 
no real reason to allow what many 
thought was a liberal Democrat to be 
appointed to any court at that point or 
to be confirmed to any court at that 
point. But Stephen Breyer was an ex-
ceptional man. He not only had been 
chief of staff to Senator KENNEDY on 
the Judiciary Committee, and not only 
was he a Harvard law professor and a 
brilliant legal theorist, he was a very 
honest, decent, honorable man. I 
helped carry that fight. It wasn’t much 
of a fight in the end because the Repub-
licans agreed, and we confirmed Ste-
phen Breyer late in the year after the 
election took place. 

I helped facilitate that confirmation 
which took place after the November 
1980 presidential election. That nomi-
nation was made by President Carter, 
who had just been defeated by Presi-
dent Reagan, and yet we acted on it. I 
note that Senator Thurmond was the 
ranking member at that time. Yet his 
name continues to be invoked as the 
authority of a binding precedent. I re-
ject the notion of this purported rule 
and would hope that the service of the 
longest serving and oldest Member to 
have served in this body would not be 
used in the manner I have heard re-
peated in the committee and on the 
Senate floor. 

Besides, Senator Thurmond was 
chairman of the committee, and at one 
time he did say: We have had enough 
confirmations, and this is what we are 
going to do. We are going to stop this 
year. 

But even then he didn’t. 
Under the Senate Democrats’ theory, 

the Senate has apparently confirmed 
enough judges. The remaining vacan-
cies, half of which are classified as ju-
dicial emergencies because of the back-
log, just don’t seem to matter to them. 
According to their analysis, because of 
some acceptable vacancy rate or be-
cause of the mythical time clock, the 
remaining 25 judges pending before the 
Senate should be dismissed out of 
hand. This is not logical, nor is it the 
proper approach to take under the Con-
stitution. 

I will also respond to some of the ar-
guments made that Senate Democrats 
have only rejected six or seven nomi-
nees. The fact is, the Senate has not re-
jected the nominees which have been 
filibustered. If they have the votes to 
defeat the nominee, then let those 
votes be cast and let the results stand. 
But a minority of Senators are denying 
the Senate from either confirming or 
defeating some of these nominees. That 
is what we are seeking today—an up or 
down vote. 

Mr. President, unfortunately, one of 
the battlegrounds of this judicial ob-
structionism has been the Sixth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals. Despite Presi-

dent Bush’s attempt to fill four critical 
vacancies on that court, and two dis-
trict vacancies in Michigan, these 
nominations remained stalled in the 
Senate. There are many factors con-
tributing to the stalemate we have 
found ourselves in with regard to con-
firmations on the Sixth Circuit, some 
of which go back to the Clinton admin-
istration. I will discuss that in detail 
at a later point, but for now, everyone 
knows that I have been working to 
reach an accommodation that would 
help move this process forward. 

I have great respect for Senators 
LEVIN and STABENOW. I have worked for 
many years with Senator LEVIN and 
have reached agreements with him on 
many difficult issues. For example, 
Senator LEVIN and I worked with Sen-
ators BIDEN and MOYNIHAN to dramati-
cally revise the regulations pertaining 
to heroin addiction treatment. That ef-
fort is paying off. I remain hopeful that 
we can do so here. 

On this issue, I have continued to 
work with Senators LEVIN and STABE-
NOW. I have carefully listened to their 
concerns. And while the Michigan Sen-
ators’ negative blue slips were accorded 
substantial weight—that is why this 
has taken so long—I delayed sched-
uling a hearing on any of the Michigan 
nominees because of the Michigan Sen-
ators’ views. Their negative blue slips 
are not dispositive under the commit-
tee’s Kennedy-Biden-Hatch blue slip 
policy. It was started by Senator KEN-
NEDY, confirmed by Senator BIDEN, and 
I have gone along with my two liberal 
colleagues on the committee. 

I don’t think there is any doubt that 
I have attempted to reach an accom-
modation that would fill these seats. 
Unfortunately, my efforts have not 
been successful. I remain hopeful that 
we can come to a resolution, and I will 
keep trying to do so. But I must em-
phasize, in my view, integral to any ac-
commodation is the confirmation of 
Judge Saad, Judge Griffin, and Judge 
McKeague—at least votes up or down. 
Since they have a majority of people in 
the Senate who would vote for them, I 
believe they would be confirmed in the 
end. 

These are exceptional individuals. 
Judge Saad and Judge Griffin both 
serve on the Michigan Court of Ap-
peals. Judge McKeague is a district 
Judge for the United States District 
Court for the Western District of 
Michigan. He was unanimously con-
firmed by the U.S. Senate. 

It has been nearly 1 year since the 
Judiciary Committee first considered 
the nomination of Henry W. Saad, who 
has been nominated for a position on 
the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Sixth Circuit. This is an historic 
appointment. Upon his confirmation, 
Judge Saad will become the first Arab- 
American to sit on the Sixth Circuit, 
which covers the States of Kentucky, 
Ohio, Tennessee, and Michigan. 

It is long past time for the Senate to 
consider Judge Saad’s nomination. He 
was first nominated to fill a Federal 

judgeship in 1992, when the first Presi-
dent Bush nominated him for a seat on 
the United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Michigan. The 
fact that he did not get a hearing may 
have worked to his benefit, since he 
was appointed in 1994 by Governor 
Engler to a seat on the Michigan Court 
of Appeals. He was elected to retain his 
seat in 1996 and again in 2002, receiving 
broad bipartisan support in each elec-
tion. 

On November 8, 2001, President Bush 
nominated Judge Saad for a seat on the 
Sixth Circuit, the position for which 
we are considering him today. When no 
action was taken on his nomination 
during the 107th Congress, President 
Bush renominated him to the Sixth 
Circuit on January 7, 2003. All told, 
Judge Saad has been nominated for a 
seat on the Federal bench three sepa-
rate times. It is high time the Senate 
completed action on his nomination. 

Judge Saad’s credentials for this po-
sition are impeccable. He graduated 
with distinction from Wayne State 
University in 1971 and magna cum 
laude from Wayne State University 
Law School in 1974. He then spent 20 
years in the private practice of law 
with one of Michigan’s leading firms, 
Dickinson, Wright, specializing in 
product liability, commercial litiga-
tion, employment law, labor law, 
school law and libel law. In addition, 
he has served as an adjunct professor 
at both the University of Detroit 
Mercy School of Law and at Wayne 
State University Law School. 

Judge Saad is active in legal and 
community affairs. Some of the organi-
zations he has been involved with in-
clude educational television, where he 
serves as a trustee, the American Heart 
Association, Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving, and other nonprofit organiza-
tions that serve the elderly and im-
paired. As a leader in the Arab-Amer-
ican community, Judge Saad has 
worked with a variety of organizations 
in promoting understanding and good 
relations throughout all ethnic, racial, 
and religious communities. He is an 
outstanding role model. 

Judge Saad enjoys broad bipartisan 
support throughout his State, as evi-
denced by endorsements in his last 
election by the Michigan State AFL– 
CIO and the United Auto Workers of 
Michigan. He has received dozens of 
letters of support from leading polit-
ical figures, fellow judges, law profes-
sors, private attorneys, the Michigan 
Chamber of Commerce, and a variety of 
other groups. 

Let me quote from just a few of the 
letters received in support of Judge 
Saad’s nomination. Maura D. Corrigan, 
Chief Justice of the Michigan Supreme 
Court, wrote: ‘‘Henry Saad has distin-
guished himself as a fair-minded and 
independent jurist who respects the 
rule of law, the independence of the ju-
diciary, and the constitutional role of 
the judiciary in our tripartite form of 
government. . . . Judge Saad is a pub-
lic servant of exceptional intelligence 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:18 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S21JY4.REC S21JY4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8527 July 21, 2004 
and integrity. He has the respect of the 
bench and the bar.’’ Other judges have 
written that he is ‘‘a hard-working and 
honorable individual’’ and that he is 
‘‘an outstanding appellate jurist with a 
strong work ethic.’’ Roman Gribbs, a 
lifelong Democrat and retired judge, 
wrote, ‘‘Henry Saad is a man of per-
sonal and professional integrity, is 
fair-minded, very conscientious and is 
above all, an outstanding jurist.’’ 
Judge Saad has clearly earned the re-
spect and admiration of his colleagues 
on the Michigan State court bench. His 
nomination deserves consideration by 
this Senate. 

I hope that our consideration of 
Judge Saad’s nomination is not over-
shadowed by collateral arguments 
about the propriety of his nomination, 
the committee blue slip process, an at-
tack on his personal character and 
qualifications, or other diversionary 
arguments. The question before the 
Senate is the qualifications of Judge 
Saad to sit on the Federal bench. 

We have heard from the other side 
about the President just steamrolling 
these nominations, without consulting 
with the home state Senators. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I join 
the distinguished chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee, Senator HATCH, in 
supporting Henry Saad for the U.S. Cir-
cuit Court for the Sixth Circuit. He is 
an exceptionally qualified nominee 
who has great support in his area. He 
graduated with distinction from Wayne 
State University and then magna cum 
laude at Wayne State University 
School of Law. He has served for a dec-
ade on the Michigan Court of Appeals. 
He was nominated for this position by 
former President Bush 10 years ago and 
was held up, blocked, and did not get a 
hearing, and now he is back and being 
held up again. 

He has the necessary experience to 
serve. He has been active in his com-
munity. He is a Heart Association 
board member, Oakland College Com-
munity Foundation chairman, member 
of the board of the Judges Association, 
Michigan Department of Civil Rights 
hearing referee. He is a Community 
Foundation of Southeast Michigan 
board member. He has written a num-
ber of articles on subjects such as em-
ployment discrimination, AIDS in the 
workplace, libel standards, and legal 
ethics. He has given a number of 
speeches, primarily on appellate advo-
cacy. He has been nominated for a posi-
tion as an appellate judge, so this is 
good experience. Appellate judges do 
not try cases, as the Presiding Officer 
knows. Appellate judges review trials 
that went on before. They review briefs 
carefully and they hear arguments 
from attorneys involved in a case and 
who have written briefs in summary, 
and then they make written rulings to 
decide whether the trial was properly 
tried or not. We need him on this cir-
cuit. 

I have to share some thoughts about 
this matter because it is important and 
something smells bad. It is not good 

what has occurred with regard to this 
nominee and other nominees to the 
Sixth Circuit. There has been an or-
chestrated effort to block rule of law 
nominees for some time now. 

The House of Representatives had 
hearings on this matter some time ago 
and was highly critical about what has 
occurred. Frankly, I am not sure we 
fully know the story yet of all that oc-
curred. Let’s take recent history when 
the Democrats were in the majority in 
the Senate and they controlled the Ju-
diciary Committee and could decide 
what nominees came up for vote. 

The Democrats made a number of 
questionable decisions, and they took 
care of some outside groups, and they 
took certain steps that were quite sig-
nificant. A number of nominees were 
delayed or blocked. As I recall, even 
then there were four, maybe six, vacan-
cies in this circuit. Right now, 25 per-
cent of the circuit is vacant. It is an 
emergency situation, according to the 
courts, because we have so many va-
cancies there. 

Thirty-one assistant United States 
attorneys—these are the prosecutors 
who try cases every day, not a political 
group, but a group of workhorse attor-
neys trying cases—have expressed con-
cern about the failure to fill these ap-
pointments and how long it takes their 
criminal appeals to be decided. But I 
want to share this with my colleagues 
because I think we might as well talk 
about it. I wish it had not happened, 
but it has. 

Take the case of Julia Gibbons of 
Tennessee. She was a very talented 
nominee to the Sixth Circuit early on. 
When the Democrats were in control of 
the Judiciary Committee, her nomina-
tion in 2001 was mysteriously slowed 
down. It did not move. At one point in 
March of 2002, Senator MCCONNELL 
spoke on the floor, and he complained 
that she had waited 164 days and never 
had a hearing, and we wondered what 
was going on and why this fine nomi-
nee was being held up. 

We now know through the release of 
internal memos that were published in 
newspapers, in the Wall Street Journal 
and other places that discussed this 
case, what happened. Frankly, I do not 
think these memos should have been 
made public—under the circumstances, 
they were, based on what I know. But 
things leak around here. That is the 
way it is. I have to share with this 
body what occurred. 

What we know is that in April of 2002, 
there was a staff memorandum to Sen-
ator KENNEDY from his staff that indi-
cates that the NAACP, which was a 
party to a Sixth Circuit case, the 
Michigan affirmative action case to be 
exact, that they considered to be an 
important case—this is what the 
memorandum says: That the NAACP 
would like the Judiciary Committee to hold 
off on any Sixth Circuit nominees until the 
University of Michigan case regarding the 
constitutionality of affirmative action in 
higher education is decided by the en banc, 
Sixth Circuit. . . . 

The thinking is that the current Sixth Cir-
cuit will sustain the affirmative action pro-
gram, but that if a new judge with conserv-
ative views is confirmed before the case is 
decided, the new judge will be able . . . to re-
view the case and vote on it. 

The Kennedy memorandum further 
states that some ‘‘are a little con-
cerned about the propriety of sched-
uling hearings based on the resolution 
of a particular case. We are also aware 
that the Sixth Circuit is in dire need of 
judges.’’ 

The memorandum goes on to con-
clude: 

Nevertheless we recommend that Gibbons 
be scheduled for a later hearing: The Michi-
gan case is important. 

Even though it was understood to be 
wrong to influence the outcome of a 
pending case, it was recommended that 
Gibbons be delayed. 

Now, people like to suggest that the 
holdup in these nominations is some 
flap with the home State Senators, 
that it is tit for tat. I remember a good 
friend who former President Bush nom-
inated, John Smietanka, for this cir-
cuit. He was blocked. He was a wonder-
ful nominee, a saintly person really, a 
great judge. He was blocked, so they 
say this is all tit for tat, but I do not 
think so. 

I am afraid what really is at work is 
this circuit was narrowly divided. In 
fact, as I recall, the University of 
Michigan case was decided by one vote. 
Had the new judge been confirmed and 
voted the other way, it would have 
been a tie vote. That verdict would not 
have come out as it did. So I think 
there is an attempt to shape the make-
up of this court. Let’s not make any 
mistake about this whole issue. The ju-
diciary debate is not about politics; it 
is not Republican versus Democrat. 
This debate is about the beliefs, the 
value judgment, and the legal philos-
ophy of President Bush, and I dare sug-
gest a vast majority of American citi-
zens. President Bush and the American 
people believe that judges should be 
bound by the law, they should follow 
the law, they should strictly follow the 
law, and that unelected, lifetime ap-
pointed Federal judges are not in power 
to set social policy because they are 
unaccountable to the public. So that is 
the big deal. 

There are people who believe other-
wise. There are people who can no 
longer win these issues at the ballot 
box, if they ever could. They want 
judges to declare things that they do 
not want to have their fingerprints on, 
like taking God out of the Pledge of Al-
legiance. These are activist decisions. 
So I believe this is a matter far deeper 
than just Republican versus Democrat; 
it represents a debate about the nature 
of the American judiciary—do we stay 
true to an Anglo-American tradition 
that judges are not political, that they 
are independent, that they wear that 
robe to distinguish themselves from 
the normal person, that they isolate 
themselves from politics, and that they 
study the law and rule on the law? 
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That is what I believe a judge ought to 
do. That is the ideal of American law. 
It is very important that we maintain 
that. 

When we have nominees held up ex-
plicitly to affect the outcome of a case 
that might come before them, a very 
important and famous case, indeed per-
haps the most significant case that 
year—maybe even in the last half- 
dozen years—to be shaped and blocked 
simply because of that case is bad. In 
fact, after the case was over, Judge 
Gibbons was confirmed 95–0 by this 
body. There never was any objection to 
her other than they were afraid it 
would affect the outcome of the case. 

There are vacancies on the Sixth Cir-
cuit. The President is empowered to 
make the appointments. He is empow-
ered to make the appointments accord-
ing to the legal philosophies and prin-
ciples he announced to the American 
people when he ran for office. President 
Bush declared that he was going to 
nominate and fight for judges who 
would follow the law, not make law, 
who would show restraint, who would 
be true to the legitimate interpreta-
tion of the statutes and the Constitu-
tion, not using that document to fur-
ther promote their own personal agen-
das. That is what he has done, and that 
is what Judge Saad’s record is. He is 
not going to impose his values on the 
people of the Sixth Circuit. That is not 
his philosophy of judging. His philos-
ophy is to follow the law, not to make 
the law. We have no fear of that kind of 
judge. We ought to confirm him. 

The people of this Nation need to 
know that the Democratic leader, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, and the Democratic ma-
chine is time after time mustering 40 
votes to block these nominees from 
even getting an up-or-down vote. In 
fact, when we vote on cloture to shut 
off debate and we have to have 60 votes, 
we are constantly getting 53, 54, 55 
votes for these nominees, which is 
more than enough to confirm them, 
but we cannot shut off the debate and 
get an up-or-down vote. So by the un-
precedented use of the filibuster, these 
judges are not getting an up-or-down 
vote. I say to the American people, 
they need to understand this. I believe 
the rule of law in this country is jeop-
ardized by the politicization of the 
courts. We must not allow that to hap-
pen. I believe the collegiality and tra-
ditions of this Senate are being altered. 
There is no doubt we have not had fili-
busters of judges before. In fact, about 
4 years ago, Senator LEAHY was de-
nouncing filibusters when President 
Clinton was in office, and now he is 
leading it. The ranking member of the 
Judiciary Committee is leading a host 
of filibusters. It is an unprincipled 
thing. 

I remember Senator HATCH, as chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee and a 
guardian of the principles and integrity 
of the Senate, on many occasions told 
Republicans when they said, Well, we 
do not like this judge, we ought to fili-
buster him, why do we not filibuster 

him, and he said, You do not filibuster 
judges; we have never filibustered 
judges; that is the wrong thing to do. 
And we never filibustered President 
Clinton’s judges. 

I voted to bring several of them up 
for a vote and cut off debate even 
though I voted against those judges be-
cause they should not be on the bench. 
I did not vote to filibuster the judge, 
and I think that is the basic philosophy 
of this Senate. 

I hope we will look at this carefully. 
These nominees are highly qualified. 
They are highly principled. Many of 
them have extraordinary reputations, 
like Miguel Estrada, Judge Pickering, 
Bill Pryor, and Priscilla Owen from 
Texas, a justice on the Texas Supreme 
Court who made the highest possible 
score on the Texas bar exam. These are 
highly qualified people who ought to be 
given an up-or-down vote. If they were 
given an up-or-down vote, they would 
be confirmed just like that. 

Unfortunately, we are having a slow-
down, unprecedented in its nature. If 
this does not end and we cannot get an 
up-or-down vote on these judges, those 
of us on this side need to take other 
steps. And we will take other steps. We 
need to fight to make sure that the 
traditions of this Senate and the con-
stitutional understanding of the con-
firmation process are affirmed and de-
feat the political attempts to preserve 
an activist judiciary that our col-
leagues, it appears, want to keep in 
power so that they can further their 
political agenda, an agenda they can-
not win at the ballot box. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

OMNIBUS SPENDING BILL 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, there 

are only 22 legislative days left in this 
fiscal year. The Senate seems to be 
frittering away those precious days. To 
date, the Senate has only passed one 
appropriations bill, the Defense bill. 
Only four bills have been reported from 
the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

The House has passed nine appropria-
tions bills, but apparently the Senate 
would rather work on political 
messagemaking than to take care of 
the Nation’s vital business. So I fear, 
once again, that the Senate Republican 
leadership is setting a course for a 
massive omnibus spending bill. That is 
what it looks like. That is what we are 
going to do, have a massive omnibus 
spending bill, in all likelihood. 

This year, with the failure of the 
Senate Republican leadership to even 
bring the Homeland Security bill be-
fore the Senate, the Omnibus appro-
priations bill may include as many as 
12 of the 13 annual appropriations bills. 
That is very conceivable to ponder. 

On July 8, Homeland Security Sec-
retary Tom Ridge and FBI Director 
Robert Mueller announced that an-
other terrorist attack is likely before 
the November elections, yet the Home-
land Security appropriations bill, 
which the committee reported 4 weeks 
ago, has not even been presented to the 
full Senate for its consideration. What 
is wrong? What is wrong with this pic-
ture? Talk about fiddling while Rome 
burns. The flames are all around us. 

The Senate Republican leadership is 
setting the stage for another one of 
these massive spending bills that may 
be brought up in the Senate in an 
unamendable form. And one shudders 
to think what will go on behind closed 
doors. Who among the 100 Senators will 
be in the meetings that produce a mas-
sive bill that appropriates over $400 bil-
lion for veterans, education, homeland 
security, highways, agriculture, and 
the environment? Who among the 100 
Senators will be in the meetings when 
decisions are made about including 
provisions on drug importation, gun li-
ability, farm bill issues, nuclear waste 
storage at Yucca Mountain, overtime 
rules, or on the outsourcing of govern-
ment services? Does anybody know? 

And, who knows what surprises, that 
were never debated or even con-
templated in the Senate, will find their 
way into such an omnibus? What kind 
of interesting bugs will crawl into this 
big bad apple of a bill? I cannot tell 
you how many Senators will be in the 
room, but I can assure you of one 
thing. The White House will be there. 
You can bet on that. They will be there 
with their pet projects and their pet 
peeves and their opportunities to move 
certain items into their favorite 
States—doing their bidding, legislating 
right along with the Senators. They 
will be there. White House bureaucrats 
and soothsayers will suddenly become 
legislators for a day, or perhaps several 
days. 

That is not the way our Constitution 
contemplated the writing of appropria-
tions bills. The Framers believed that 
Congress ought to have the power of 
the purse. This White House would like 
to have it. They would like very much 
to have it. But all of those constitu-
tional niceties get blurred and blended 
when it comes time to deal on Omnibus 
appropriations bills. The checks and 
balances gets thrown out the window 
when it comes time to deal with Omni-
bus appropriations bills. 

One could conclude that the only 
thing the President wants from the fis-
cal year 2005 appropriations bill is the 
Defense appropriations bill. That is the 
only thing the President would want 
from the 2005 appropriations process— 
the Defense appropriations bill. 

On June 24, 2004, in its Statement of 
Administration Policy, the White 
House urged the Congress to pass the 
Defense bill before the start of the Au-
gust recess. Why? 

In February, the President did not 
ask for one thin dime, not one thin 
dime did he ask for as far as the costs 
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of the war in Iraq—nothing. Adminis-
tration officials had the temerity to in-
sist that the costs of the war were not 
knowable. Then suddenly, on May 12, 
2004, the President saw the light and 
realized that he needed more money for 
the war in Iraq. It must have come to 
him in a sudden vision. So, like a teen-
age driver, he put the foot on the gas 
and insisted that the Congress give him 
a $25 billion blank check for the esca-
lating costs of his war in Iraq. 

With the help of Senator STEVENS of 
Alaska, the blank check got canceled, 
but the defense conference report will 
include the $25 billion in additional 
funds. The President will get the one 
thing he wanted out of this year’s ap-
propriations process; he will get the 
Defense appropriations bill. 

So I must ask the American people, 
why is it the President has not sent 
messages to the Congress urging 
prompt action on the bill that funds 
the veterans health care system? I am 
sure the veterans are concerned about 
what is going to happen with respect to 
their needs. 

Moreover, does the President not 
know that the bill that funds our Na-
tion’s schools is stuck in sub-
committee? What about the appropria-
tions bill that funds our highway sys-
tem that has not yet been considered 
by the House or the Senate? In Feb-
ruary, the President proposed to put a 
man on Mars, but the bill that funds 
the space program has not been 
marked up by either the House or Sen-
ate appropriations committees. 

According to President Bush, Con-
gress must urgently send him the De-
fense appropriations bill; but for all of 
the other appropriations bills, the atti-
tude is ho hum; so what. 

According to the administration, we 
are facing another terrorist attack. 
Are we not even going to debate wheth-
er a 5-percent increase for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security is enough? 

Last year, we fell prey to a 7-bill om-
nibus, but at least the Senate debated 
as freestanding bills 12 of the 13 bills. 
Now we are down to only one debate 
this year on the Defense bill. That is 
one bill, and only one debate this year, 
on the Defense bill. 

Where do we go from here on funding 
the needs of the people? One of the op-
tions that has been discussed by the 
Republican leadership is to pass the 
full-year continuing resolution and 
leave town, get out of town, catch the 
next train, all aboard. That is right. 
The exalted servants of the people may 
just decide to enjoy a summer vacation 
if some in the Republican leadership 
have their druthers. What does it mat-
ter if all of the Federal Government, 
except the Pentagon, operates on auto-
matic pilot for a full year? Who needs 
guidance from the Congress on the pri-
orities? Who needs careful scrutiny of 
Federal programs? What about the new 
initiatives? Shouldn’t they be under 
careful scrutiny? Shouldn’t questions 
be asked and questions answered? 

Let me give you, my colleagues, a 
few examples of what would happen 

under a full-year continuing resolu-
tion. If that is what you want, I tell 
you what you are going to get. 

If the Senate Republican leadership 
refuses to allow the Senate to debate 
the Homeland Security appropriations 
bill, important funding in new pro-
grams would not be available to the 
Department. 

As we all know, on March 11, 2004, 
nearly 200 people were killed by a se-
ries of bombs detonated on the transit 
system in Madrid, Spain. The Depart-
ment of Homeland Security responded 
by sending out a list of security rec-
ommendations for mass transit and 
rail systems in the United States. 
These recommendations included mov-
ing garbage cans and asking com-
muters to be more alert to suspicious 
people and packages, like unattended 
backpacks. However, despite my ef-
forts, no moneys were approved for fis-
cal year 2004 for mass transit or rail se-
curity. Are we comatose in the Senate? 
Perhaps we better reach back in our 
desks somewhere and get our living 
wills. 

On an average workday, 32 million 
people travel on mass transit. Get that, 
32 million people travel on mass transit 
on an average workday. However, 
under a continuing resolution, there 
would be no funding to help secure our 
mass transit and rail systems. There 
would be no funds for additional law 
enforcement presence, no funds for ad-
ditional K–9 teams, no funds for addi-
tional surveillance, no funds for addi-
tional public education about the 
threat. Is that OK with the Senate? 

Following the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11, the administration estab-
lished a firm goal for the number of 
Federal air marshals so that a high 
percentage of critical flights could be 
protected. The exact number of air 
marshals is classified, but the fact is, 
the Federal air marshals program has 
never reached the staffing level called 
for in the wake of the September 11 at-
tacks. 

Instead, the White House has allowed 
the number of air marshals to fall by 9 
percent, falling far below the goal. As 
air marshals leave the program, budget 
constraints prohibit the hiring of re-
placements. The number of air mar-
shals continues to dwindle and the 
number of critical flights they are able 
to cover remains on a steady downward 
spiral. If forced to operate under a con-
tinuing resolution, the number of air 
marshals protecting domestic and 
international flights could fall by an-
other 6 percent, putting Americans in 
greater danger. How can we con-
template such irresponsibility? Doesn’t 
public safety count? 

How about funding for our Nation’s 
schools? Two and a half years ago the 
President promised to leave no child 
behind. The No Child Left Behind Act 
authorized $20.5 billion in fiscal year 
2005 for title I, the Federal program de-
signed to help disadvantaged students 
in kindergarten through high school, 
those students who are most at risk of 

being left behind. A continuing resolu-
tion would freeze title I funding at just 
$12.3 billion. That would leave behind 
2.7 million students who would not re-
ceive the title I services that were 
promised to them in the No Child Left 
Behind Act. 

A continuing resolution would also 
freeze funding for special education. 
Two months ago, the Senate voted 
overwhelmingly by a vote of 96 to 1 to 
authorize a $2.3 billion increase for the 
Individuals With Disabilities Edu-
cation Act—better known, perhaps, as 
IDEA—in fiscal year 2005, and fully 
fund the law within 7 years. A CR 
would put the lie to that pledge. 

As candidate for President in 2000, 
President Bush said: 

College is every parent’s dream for their 
children. It’s the path to achievement. We 
should make this path open to all. 

But, my dear friends, under the Bush 
administration, the cost of tuition has 
gone up by 26 percent, making it hard-
er and harder for low- and middle-in-
come students to pursue that dream. 

The Pell grant: A maximum Pell 
grant now covers only 34 percent of the 
average annual cost of college com-
pared to 72 percent in 1976. Under a 
continuing resolution, there would be 
no increase in the maximum Pell grant 
now set at $4,050. There would be no in-
creases for the College Work-Study 
Program or for other campus-based aid 
programs. So much for dreams, so 
much for promises, so much for empty 
talk. 

For the construction and restoration 
of our Nation’s highways and bridges, a 
long-term continuing resolution would 
stifle the flow of billions of new dollars 
going to our States to improve safety 
conditions, minimize congestion, and 
create badly needed jobs. 

Just this past February, more than 
three-quarters of the Senate, 76 Sen-
ators, approved a surface transpor-
tation bill that called for an overall 
commitment of highway funds for fis-
cal year 2005 of $37.9 billion. Under a 
long-term continuing resolution, high-
way funding would be $4.25 billion less 
than that amount, a $4.25 billion short-
fall. That difference represents more 
than 200,000 jobs across America, jobs 
that are desperately needed all across 
our States. But the Senate is in grid-
lock, much like the gridlock on our Na-
tion’s highways. 

Our Nation’s military is serving gal-
lantly in Iraq and Afghanistan, but 
under a continuing resolution the Vet-
erans Health Administration, unbeliev-
ably, would get drastically reduced 
health care services for our fighting 
men and women. Approximately 237,000 
veterans would not be able to receive 
care, and veterans outpatient clinics 
would schedule 2.6 million fewer ap-
pointments. The waiting list for vet-
erans seeking medical care would grow 
to over 230,000. What a way to treat our 
brave men and women. Shabby and 
shameful are the two words that come 
to mind. 

Al-Qaida operatives are in the United 
States preparing for another terrorist 
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attack. The FBI must mobilize to find 
those terrorists before they attack us. 
But a full-year continuing resolution 
would force the FBI to freeze all hiring 
in fiscal year 2005. That would result in 
the FBI losing 500 special agents and 
negating the proposed increase of 428 
special agents. Nor would the FBI be 
able to fund any of the new initiatives 
proposed in the fiscal year 2005 budget 
request, including resources for the 
new office of intelligence counterter-
rorism investigations, counterintel-
ligence, and fighting cyber crime. 

Another casualty of a full-year con-
tinuing resolution would be programs 
to combat HIV/AIDS, particularly in 
eastern Europe and Asia where the epi-
demic is spreading out of control. Only 
one in five people worldwide have ac-
cess to HIV/AIDS prevention programs. 
Yet a continuing resolution would re-
duce funding for those programs by al-
most half a billion. That means there 
would be hundreds of thousands of new 
infections of the deadly virus—infec-
tions that could have been prevented, 
lives that could have been saved. 

The list goes on and on and, like 
Tennyson’s book, goes on. Members of 
this Congress have a duty and a respon-
sibility to the American people. They 
do not want us to approve massive om-
nibus spending bills that no one has 
bothered to read. They do not want us 
to pass mindless continuing resolutions 
that put the Government on automatic 
pilot and their safety on the line. They 
do not want us to cash our own pay-
checks without doing the work we were 
sent here to do. 

We are paid to debate legislation. We 
are paid to make careful choices on be-
half of the people. The elections are 
coming, and if we are not going to do 
our work, then we should not claim the 
title of Senator. Just like Donald 
Trump, come November, the American 
people might decide to send us a very 
straightforward message: You’re fired. 

Last week, the Republican leadership 
jammed into the defense conference re-
port a provision ‘‘deeming’’ the level of 
spending for fiscal year 2005 at the 
level in the budget resolution con-
ference report. It seems now we are 
‘‘deeming’’ our way through budget de-
bates. ‘‘Deeming’’—this provision was 
not contained in the Senate or House 
version of the Defense bill. It was not 
debated here on the Senate floor. Yet 
this innocuous-sounding ‘‘deeming’’ 
provision will have far-reaching con-
sequences. That provision will result in 
appropriations bills that inadequately 
fund homeland security, education, 
veterans, transportation, and other 
programs to meet domestic needs. And 
the consequences are not just on paper. 
The American public is being cheated 
year after year by the steady erosion of 
money available to fund the public’s 
priorities. They are being ‘‘deemed’’ 
down the river. 

This year, even while the directors of 
Homeland Security, the FBI, and the 
CIA are warning us of al-Qaida in our 
midst, we still are unaccountably and 

stubbornly sitting on the Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill as if in total 
defiance of the dangers to our country 
and to the people’s safety. 

None of this is the fault of our able 
Appropriations Committee chairman, 
Senator TED STEVENS. Early on, I en-
couraged Chairman STEVENS to move 
13 freestanding, fiscally responsible ap-
propriations bills through the com-
mittee and on to the Senate floor. Sen-
ator STEVENS instructed his 13 sub-
committee chairmen to produce bal-
anced and bipartisan bills; however, 
the Senate Republican leadership has 
refused to free up floor time for the ap-
propriations bills. 

I will not be a party to such chica-
nery, and I implore the leadership of 
this body to stop the games and stop 
the politics. And I ask the majority 
leadership to set aside the pending 
business and proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar Order No. 588, H.R. 
4567, the fiscal year 2005 Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 

I echo the comments of Senator BYRD, 
the ranking member of the Appropria-
tions Committee. While I do not have 
the perspective of his years of service 
in the Senate and on the Appropria-
tions Committee, I share his concern 
about the breakdown we are seeing in 
this year’s appropriations process. 

There are only 2 days left before the 
Senate leaves for an extended August 
recess. Yet the Appropriations Com-
mittee has reported out only 4 of the 13 
appropriations bills we must pass this 
year. The Senate has passed only one 
Appropriations bill—the Defense Ap-
propriations bill. This is a dereliction 
of our primary duty in the Senate, 
funding the functions of Government. 

The blame for this situation does not 
go, in my view, to the Appropriations 
Committee. In the limited work the 
committee has done this year, it has 
operated in an efficient, bipartisan 
manner. But we all know that the com-
mittee has been hampered by the fail-
ure to enact a budget resolution. 

A budget is a clear articulation of 
priorities. We are having these prob-
lems because of a failure to prioritize, 
or because of skewed priorities. As we 
all know, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice is projecting a $477 billion deficit 
in fiscal year 2004. 

But some in the Congress continue to 
believe that more tax cuts should be 
the priority in this Congress. And they 
refuse to subject these tax cuts to the 
discipline of pay-as-you-go rules, which 
would require offsetting revenue in-
creases, or spending cuts. 

They insist that we can balance the 
books by ‘‘controlling’’ nondefense, 
nonhomeland security, discretionary 
spending. Yet, no one has shown any 
inclination to significantly cut discre-
tionary spending. Just the opposite. As 
BILL YOUNG, the chairman of the House 
Appropriations Committee notes: 

No one should expect significant deficit re-
duction as a result of austere non-defense 

discretionary spending limits. The numbers 
simply do not add up. 

The notion of balancing the budget, 
while further reducing revenue, is sim-
ply wrong-headed. Or, as Chairman 
YOUNG succinctly puts it, ‘‘the num-
bers simply do not add up.’’ 

The Senate is scheduled for 19 legis-
lative days after August. It does not 
appear that there is much hope for 
completing our appropriations work in 
that time. Indications in the media 
from the chairman and from the Re-
publican leadership are that we will be 
faced with moving an omnibus appro-
priations bill when we return, possibly 
with some bills held over for a lame-
duck session of Congress. That is a ter-
rible way to do business, and I sin-
cerely hope it does not come to that. 

In the remaining 2 days before we re-
cess, I am hopeful that we can at least 
take up my subcommittee’s bill, the 
military construction bill. The sub-
committee chairman, Senator 
HUTCHISON, and I have worked well to-
gether to craft a good bill with the sup-
port of Senators STEVENS and BYRD. I 
believe that it deserves the support of 
the full Senate. 

And when the Senate reconvenes, in 
September, I hope that we on the Ap-
propriations Committee will work effi-
ciently, and on a bipartisan basis, to 
report freestanding bills to the Senate. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
DOLE). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. CORNYN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 413 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

(Mr. CORNYN assumed the Chair.) 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

rise today to express deep disappoint-
ment about what is taking place on the 
Senate floor in the cloture vote sched-
uled for tomorrow. For the past 31⁄2 
years, Senator LEVIN and I have been 
urging the Bush administration to 
work with us to develop a bipartisan 
solution regarding the Michigan nomi-
nees to the Sixth Circuit Court. We 
have met on several occasions with 
Judge Gonzales, the current White 
House counsel, and other White House 
staff, but the White House has rejected 
all of our efforts at a compromise. We 
also had numerous meetings with 
Chairman HATCH and testified before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee sev-
eral times on the need for a bipartisan 
solution. 

Chairman HATCH had expressed a 
willingness to work with us and to 
work with Senator LEAHY on a bipar-
tisan solution to this impasse, but it 
seems these efforts have been aban-
doned by Republican leadership in 
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favor of scoring political points before 
the party conventions. 

I still believe the best way to end 
this impasse is to forge a compromise. 
I hope the Bush administration and the 
Republican leadership will not con-
tinue down this road of what appears 
to be politically motivated and par-
tisan cloture votes instead of working 
with us to develop a fair solution. A 
‘‘nay’’ vote on cloture will preserve po-
tential negotiations toward the bipar-
tisan compromise we have been seek-
ing. A ‘‘yea’’ vote will destroy these ef-
forts and, unfortunately, be a vote for 
preconvention politics. 

Let me start by saying a few words 
about Judge Saad’s nomination. Judge 
Saad is before us now. After listening 
to people in Michigan who have shared 
serious concerns with both Senator 
LEVIN and I, and having had an oppor-
tunity to review the FBI background 
materials, I have to say that I have se-
rious concerns about Judge Saad’s tem-
perament and appropriateness for serv-
ing on this important bench. While I 
cannot go into specifics, I urge my col-
leagues to review the Judiciary Com-
mittee’s FBI background materials for 
themselves. 

Judge Saad’s lack of fitness for this 
appointment is also evidenced in the 
record he has put together as it relates 
to his work on the Michigan Court of 
Appeals. Most troubling, perhaps, are 
his decisions and reversals in cases in-
volving the application of the law in 
civil rights cases—particularly in sex-
ual harassment cases. 

His decisions also demonstrate hos-
tility to the rights of whistleblowers. 
We know in this day and age, as we 
have learned through those who were 
courageous and came forward in the 
Enron and Halliburton cases, and oth-
ers where employees have come for-
ward, how important it is to be able to 
protect the rights of employees who see 
that something is wrong and they step 
forward. They are what we call whistle-
blowers. 

His decisions also have been hostile 
to the rights of people who are injured. 
For example, in Coleman v. State, 
Judge Saad joined in deciding against 
the plaintiff in a sexual harassment 
case, which was later reversed by the 
Michigan Supreme Court. Coleman, a 
State prison employee, was subjected 
to comments by her supervisor about 
her allegedly provocative dress and to 
daily inspections of her clothing, after 
she was the victim of an attempted as-
sault and rape by an armed prison in-
mate. She was the one who was ques-
tioned, as too often we hear as it re-
lates to women who are told it was 
their fault, because of the way they 
dress, and that is why they were as-
saulted. The Michigan Supreme Court 
reversed the decision, holding that 
there was sufficient evidence for the 
victim to go to trial. 

In Haberl v. Rose, Judge Saad dis-
sented from the court of appeals’ rein-
statement of a jury verdict for the 
plaintiff who was injured by a Govern-

ment worker who was doing Govern-
ment work but driving her own auto-
mobile. 

In the complicated case, the majority 
found that Michigan’s sovereign immu-
nity statute was not applicable, since a 
more specific civil liability statute 
said that car owners are not immune 
from liability. Car owners have liabil-
ity in these kinds of cases. 

The dissenting Judge Saad stated 
that the sovereign immunity statute 
applied but the civil liability statute 
did not and, thus, the injured plaintiff 
could not recover. 

Judge Saad was harshly criticized for 
his dissent by the majority of the 
judges, who essentially called him a ju-
dicial activist: 

Indeed, it is the dissent that urges ‘‘rewrit-
ing’’ the statutes in question and advocates 
overstepping the bounds of proper judicial 
authority. 

Based on these concerns, I do not be-
lieve Judge Saad has the necessary ju-
dicial temperament to serve a lifetime 
appointment—a lifetime appoint-
ment—on the Sixth Circuit Court of 
Appeals. 

Mr. President, I wish to speak more 
broadly now about the process of bring-
ing the Sixth Circuit nominees to the 
floor of the Senate. Senator LEVIN has 
spoken eloquently about the history of 
the Sixth Circuit nominees prior to my 
serving in the Senate. He has explained 
how two extremely well-qualified 
women—Judge Helene White and Kath-
leen McCree Lewis—failed to get a 
hearing before the Judiciary Com-
mittee for more than 4 years and 11⁄2 
years, respectively, during the previous 
administration. 

In fact, if she had been confirmed, 
Kathleen McCree Lewis would have 
been the first African-American woman 
on the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Senator LEVIN and I are not alone in 
the view we hold that what occurred 
with respect to these nominees was 
fundamentally unfair. 

On more than one occasion, Judge 
Gonzales, the current White House 
counsel, has acknowledged that it was 
wrong for the Republican-led Senate to 
delay action on judicial nominees for 
partisan reasons, at one point even 
calling the treatment of some nomi-
nees during the Clinton administration 
‘‘inexcusable.’’ 

Senator LEVIN and I have repeatedly 
proposed to settle this longstanding 
conflict by appointing a bipartisan 
commission to make recommendations 
to the White House on judicial nomina-
tions. 

Our proposal would be based on the 
commission that is set up and working 
just across Lake Michigan in Wis-
consin. The State of Wisconsin com-
mission has produced bipartisan nomi-
nees for both district and circuit courts 
since its inception under the Carter ad-
ministration. 

In fact, just recently, the Senate con-
firmed Judge Diane Sykes for a va-
cancy on the Seventh Circuit Court of 
Appeals. Judge Sykes, a Bush adminis-

tration nominee, was recommended by 
the bipartisan Wisconsin commission 
and had the support of both of her 
Democratic home State Senators. 

This process works. The Wisconsin 
commission includes representatives 
from the Wisconsin Bar Association, 
the deans of the State’s law schools, as 
well as members appointed by both Re-
publicans and Democrats. They only 
recommend qualified candidates who 
have the support of the majority of the 
commission. The President then looks 
to the recommendations of the com-
mission when making his nominations. 

The Wisconsin commission’s rec-
ommendations have always been fol-
lowed by the President, regardless of 
political party. Again, this system has 
worked. 

This type of commission preserves 
the constitutional prerogatives of both 
the President and the Senate. It allows 
the President to pick one of the rec-
ommended nominees and protects the 
Senate’s advise and consent role. 

Wisconsin is not the only State 
where this type of bipartisan commis-
sion works. In a similar form, it has 
worked in several other States, in-
cluding Washington, California, and 
Vermont. 

Unfortunately, the White House con-
tinues to reject this proposal from 
Michigan, despite having agreed to 
similar commissions in other States 
with other Democratic Senators. 

Senator LEVIN and I are interested in 
finding a real bipartisan solution to 
this problem. We have stated on nu-
merous occasions that we are willing 
to accept the commission’s rec-
ommended nominees, even if they do 
not include Helene White and Kathleen 
Lewis, or any other person we would 
choose if it were up to us. 

Instead of divisive cloture votes, let’s 
look to the future and restore civility 
to this process. It is time to do that 
with the Sixth Circuit. 

I hope we can still accomplish this 
and that the Bush administration and 
Chairman HATCH will work with us to 
develop a fair compromise to this long-
standing problem. 

Let me take a moment to reiterate 
this is not about being unwilling to fill 
vacancies. As other colleagues have in-
dicated, we have, in fact, confirmed 198 
judicial nominees of this President, 
and I have voted for the overwhelming 
majority of those nominees. This is 
more judicial nominees than were con-
firmed for President Reagan in all 4 
years of his first term, more nominees 
than were confirmed for first President 
Bush during his 4-year Presidency, and 
for President Clinton in all 4 years of 
his second term. Mr. President, 100 
judges were confirmed in the 17 months 
of the Democratic Senate majority. 

So under Democratic control, we con-
firmed 100 judges, and we were only in 
the majority for 17 months of the last 
almost 4 years. Now, 98 more judges 
have been confirmed in the 25 months 
of Republican leadership. In other 
words, the Democrats were in the ma-
jority less time and confirmed more 
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judges for this President during the 
last 31⁄2 years. So this is not about 
being unwilling to support filling 
judgeships, but it is about a very spe-
cific concern about what has been hap-
pening in Michigan and the lack of 
willingness of the administration to 
work with both Senators to fulfill our 
equal responsibilities of being able to 
pick the best people to serve our great 
State for a lifetime appointment. 

These are not Cabinet appointments 
of this President. They are lifetime ap-
pointments. The reason the Framers of 
the Constitution divided the responsi-
bility—half with the President and half 
with the Senate, as we know—is be-
cause this is a third branch of Govern-
ment with lifetime appointments, and 
it is very important there be the max-
imum amount of input, balance, and 
thoughtfulness brought to this process. 

Unfortunately, regarding the Sixth 
Circuit, until we have a fair solution, I 
believe I have no other option than to 
oppose this cloture vote and to urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. President. What is the business be-
fore the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination of Henry Saad to the Sixth 
Circuit Court of Appeals is the pending 
business. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
UNITED STATES-MOROCCO FREE-TRADE 

AGREEMENT 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to 

take a few minutes of the Senate’s 
time to discuss the reasons behind my 
decision to vote against the Morocco 
free-trade agreement implementing 
legislation which the Senate passed 
earlier today. I want to make very 
clear that my vote was not in any way 
against a free-trade agreement with 
Morocco. My vote, as was my vote 
against the Chilean free-trade agree-
ment, was a protest against the contin-
ued determination by this administra-
tion to undermine and to do away with 
provisions that address labor issues, es-
pecially the worst forms of child labor, 
that we had contained in the Jordan 
free-trade agreement and relevant pro-
visions in the Generalized System of 
Preferences. 

In fact, I welcome this affirmation of 
the strong economic and political rela-
tionship that exists between the United 
States and the Kingdom of Morocco 
which can be strengthened by this 
agreement. I recognize this legislation 
is almost certain to pass the House this 
week very easily, and the United 
States-Morocco Free-Trade Agreement 
will go into effect next January. 

The Kingdom of Morocco is a politi-
cally moderate Muslim nation that has 
been a long-time friend of the United 
States, a friendship that has been dem-
onstrated most recently with their sup-
port in the aftermath of the tragedy of 
September 11, 2001. 

Morocco has been a valuable partner 
in fighting the global war on terror, 

and so it is appropriate for the U.S. 
Government to reciprocate that sup-
port with a bilateral free-trade agree-
ment so long as it leads to expanded 
economic opportunities for both part-
ners. 

Once in place, this agreement will 
generate significant economic benefits 
to both Morocco and the United States, 
and with Morocco’s strategic position 
on the continent of Africa and easy ac-
cess into Europe through the Strait of 
Gibraltar, it could serve as a gateway 
to even more markets. 

This bilateral free-trade agreement 
could also serve as the foundation for a 
far wider free-trade agreement with the 
entire region of the Middle East and 
northern Africa. 

With respect to agriculture, this free- 
trade agreement provides modest but 
clear opportunities to a wide range of 
U.S. commodities. 

The opportunities provided in the 
free-trade agreement in non-
agricultural goods and services will be 
substantial as well, and it reflects the 
determination of the Government of 
Morocco to modernize their economy 
to the benefit of the people of Morocco. 

So count me as a friend of Morocco. 
Morocco has been a strong ally of the 
United States. It is a moderate nation. 
I have had the privilege of visiting Mo-
rocco on at least two occasions, maybe 
more, and I have a great deal of respect 
and admiration for the Moroccan peo-
ple. Nonetheless, I decided to vote 
against it because I intend to call at-
tention to the decision of U.S. nego-
tiators to retreat from the provisions 
under the Generalized System of Pref-
erences that requires the U.S. Govern-
ment to monitor our trading partners 
on their progress in meeting inter-
national standards on the use of child 
labor, and these provisions in the GSP 
also provide leverage to encourage 
those countries to continue to make 
progress by permitting sanctions to be 
imposed against those who backtrack. 

The Bush administration has taken a 
weak stand toward child labor in this 
latest trade agreement. In 2000, I, along 
with then-Senator Helms of North 
Carolina, authored an amendment that 
unanimously passed the Senate that 
extended GSP benefits to countries 
that took steps to implement ILO Con-
vention 182 on the worst forms of child 
labor, and it mandated that the Presi-
dent report on the progress of these 
countries. If the President determined 
that countries were not taking steps to 
implement the ILO Conventions, bene-
fits would be withheld. 

The trade agreement that we passed 
with Chile earlier, and with Morocco, 
takes a step backward. As I said at the 
time, I first proposed we have a free- 
trade agreement with Chile in 1993, 11 
years ago. So I had mixed emotions 
when I had to vote against the free- 
trade agreement with Chile because 
Chile’s Government is making great 
progress. But this administration 
sought to undermine what we had 
achieved in the Jordanian free-trade 

agreement and in the Generalized Sys-
tem of Preferences. 

Morocco does have problems with 
child labor. Although not employed in 
regular manufacturing, child labor is 
commonly used in cottage industries, 
such as rug making, and many Moroc-
can middle-class households use chil-
dren as domestic servants. The Govern-
ment of Morocco did pass new labor 
laws last month which included raising 
the minimum working age from 12 to 15 
and reducing the workweek from 48 to 
44 hours, but a recent U.S. Department 
of Labor report indicates that enforce-
ment of existing laws is severely con-
strained. 

So while Morocco has been a good 
friend, while they are trying to make 
progress, I think our trade laws ought 
to bolster that progress in doing away 
with the worst forms of child labor. 

I take into account these consider-
ations when I determine whether I will 
support a given trade agreement, as 
well as the economic gains that may be 
generated. 

As in the case of Chile, my concern 
about the lack of direct protection 
against the use of child labor was the 
overriding factor, so I voted no on the 
free-trade agreement with Morocco. 
Again, as I say, I do not want this to be 
misinterpreted in any way as any lack 
of support for our mutual friendship 
and the continued development of rela-
tions between the United States and 
Morocco. 

APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr. HARKIN. I was watching on the 

monitor when Senator BYRD was re-
cently on the floor talking about the 
lack of considering appropriations 
bills. In 2 days, we are going to adjourn 
for recess. What do we have to show for 
it? By this point, the Senate should 
have passed most, if not all, of the 13 
appropriations bills, but this year 
under the Republican leadership we 
have only passed one, the Defense bill. 
We have not even debated the 12 oth-
ers, much less put them to a vote. 

Why is that? Is it because we are so 
busy in the Senate that we cannot de-
bate these? Hardly. We spent days talk-
ing about judges who stand no chance 
of being confirmed; days on an amend-
ment to ban gay unions that everyone 
knew would not pass, could not even 
get a majority vote, let alone 67 votes 
needed for a constitutional amend-
ment. We spent weeks on a class action 
bill because Republican leadership did 
not want to consider amendments on 
which they thought they might lose. 

Meanwhile, the Senate leadership has 
taken no action on increasing the min-
imum wage or extending unemploy-
ment benefits that could really make a 
difference for hard-working Americans. 

The highway bill, which would create 
thousands of jobs, is now almost a year 
overdue, hung up by a veto threat of 
the White House. The bill to authorize 
Corps of Engineers projects that are 
important to farmers in my State was 
passed by the committee a month ago. 
There is no sign of any consideration in 
the Senate. 
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According to the Senate leadership, 

there is no time to take up appropria-
tions bills that provide funding for 
critically important Government serv-
ices. Passing the appropriations bills 
ought to be one of our top priorities. 
These bills pay for everything from 
roads and veterans health to homeland 
security and education. But here it is, 
July 21, with only 21 legislative days 
remaining in the fiscal year, and we 
have passed one appropriations bill. 

That is all. 
As the ranking Democrat on the 

Labor, Health, Human Services and 
Education Appropriations Committee, 
I find this very troubling. It is not the 
committee chairman’s fault. I know 
Senator STEVENS is anxious to pass 
these bills. The same goes for the 
chairman of the Labor, Health, Human 
Services and Education Appropriations 
Subcommittee, Senator SPECTER. Our 
staffs have worked together closely on 
a bill. We are ready to mark it up on a 
moment’s notice, but the White House 
and the Republican leadership in the 
Senate seem to have no interest in 
moving any appropriations bill other 
than Defense. 

The reason is simple when one thinks 
about it. If these appropriations bills 
get debated on the Senate floor, every-
one will see what the Republican Par-
ty’s priorities are. It will be very clear. 
The Republican Party is out of touch 
with middle-class and low-income 
Americans. Education is a case in 
point. Two and a half years after Presi-
dent Bush signed the No Child Left Be-
hind Act, it is obvious he has no inten-
tion of providing the funding to make 
it work. President Bush’s budget for 
next year shortchanges the No Child 
Left Behind Act by a whooping $9.4 bil-
lion. 

No wonder we hear from school 
boards, teachers, and principals all 
over our States complaining about the 
No Child Left Behind Act. It is an un-
funded Government mandate, the big-
gest of all, telling our local schools 
what they have to do, and yet we do 
not provide the funding that was prom-
ised by the President, $9.4 billion less 
than what he promised, and it is short-
changing our schools. 

Look at title I in education. That is 
the Federal program that specifically 
serves disadvantaged children who are 
at the most risk of falling behind and 
being left behind. The President’s 
budget shortchanges this program by 
more than $7 billion. Now we are up to 
$16 billion in two cases of education. 

It is the same story with kids with 
disabilities. The President’s budget 
provides less than half of the level Con-
gress committed to paying when the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act was passed in 1975. Meanwhile, Mr. 
Bush continues to oppose the bipar-
tisan legislation Senator HAGEL and I 
have offered to fully fund this law. 

On higher education, the President 
offers virtually no help to low- and 
middle-income students who cannot af-
ford to go to college. Under President 

Bush’s budget, the maximum Pell 
grant award would be frozen for the 
third straight year while college tui-
tions continue to rise through the roof. 

The level of Pell grants in the Presi-
dent’s budget next year will be lower 
than it was in 2002. One wonders why so 
many students cannot afford to go to 
college now or why they are borrowing 
more money and graduating with these 
big debts. Well, maybe that is the ad-
ministration’s goal: Get these kids to 
borrow more money from the banks, 
pay these big interest rates, pay it 
back, rather than making Pell grants, 
which they should be providing. 

Meanwhile, President Bush’s budget 
eliminates funding entirely for pro-
grams like school counselors, arts and 
education, gifted and talented pro-
grams, and dropout prevention, all ze-
roed out in the President’s education 
budget. 

The administration says there is no 
money to do this, no money to make 
good on the pledges made only 2 years 
ago. 

Well, I am sorry if I strongly dis-
agree. Bear in mind that in this same 
budget with all of these cuts to edu-
cation, the President calls for another 
$1 trillion in tax cuts. 

It seems to me if there is room for $1 
trillion in tax cuts, surely there is 
room for $9.4 billion to fund the No 
Child Left Behind education bill. That 
would be less than 1 percent of the pro-
posed new tax cuts. 

Time and again we hear this adminis-
tration say, well, education reform is 
not about money. It is true, education 
reform is not only about money, but 
let’s be real: If we are going to mod-
ernize school buildings, it costs money. 
If we are going to buy up-to-date text-
books and school technology, guess 
what. It costs money. If we are going 
to reduce class sizes, it costs money. If, 
under the No Child Left Behind Act, we 
want highly qualified teachers in the 
subjects in which they teach, guess 
what. It costs money. And if we want 
to ensure all kids with disabilities are 
learning at the proficient level as re-
quired by the new law, guess what. It 
costs money. If we want to ensure all 
young people, regardless of income, 
have a shot at going to college, guess 
what. It costs money. Unfortunately, 
money is something we do not get very 
much of in the President’s education 
budget. 

If they want a tax break for the 
wealthy, they get $1 trillion. If we 
want to fund education, forget it in the 
President’s budget. 

We Democrats tried to increase fund-
ing for education during the debate on 
the budget resolution in March. We of-
fered amendments on the No Child Left 
Behind Act, on afterschool centers and 
Pell grants, but the Republican major-
ity rebuffed us every time. Now the Re-
publican leadership in the Senate will 
not even give us a chance to debate an 
education appropriations bill and offer 
amendments on the floor of the Senate. 
They will not even give us a chance to 
do that. 

A couple of years ago when the Presi-
dent signed the No Child Left Behind 
bill, he seemed to think that education 
was an important Federal responsi-
bility—Federal, not local. The Presi-
dent signed the No Child Left Behind 
Act, a Federal mandate to local 
schools. If the President thought 2 
years ago that education was an impor-
tant Federal responsibility, why is the 
President so reluctant to have us take 
up an appropriations bill that would 
fund this law? 

I believe I know why. The Repub-
licans have backed themselves into a 
corner. They are doling out so many 
tax cuts for the rich that they do not 
have any money left to fund our Na-
tion’s schools. They know if they offer 
an education bill with the limited 
amount of money they are willing to 
spend on students, there is going to be 
a huge outcry across the country. The 
American people would see what the 
President really stands for. They would 
see, in black and white, that this ad-
ministration has no real interest in 
leaving no child behind. 

Four years ago we were looking at 
over $5 trillion in surpluses over 10 
years, with the Federal Reserve talk-
ing about the great economic effects of 
completely paying off the Federal debt 
by 2009. That was 4 years ago. 

Four years later, now, this year, we 
are facing a record deficit of over $400 
billion just this year. There are many 
reasons for that turnaround, but the 
biggest by far is the tax cuts. About 
half of the tax cuts we have passed here 
go to people averaging an income of 
over $1 million a year. Let me repeat 
that: Over one-half of those tax cuts 
that we have passed here go to people 
averaging an income of over $1 million 
a year. 

This administration’s misguided tax 
policies are undermining our Nation’s 
fiscal strength; they are weakening our 
economy, jeopardizing Social Security, 
and reducing our ability to provide for 
the needs of our children and our Na-
tion’s education. It is no wonder that 
the Senate Republican leadership 
wants to avoid the issue of education 
funding. They do not want to bring the 
education funding bill out on the floor 
for open debate and amendments. They 
just want to sweep it under the rug and 
hope that no one notices. 

The Republican Party controls the 
Senate schedule, so they have that 
power. But I urge them to reconsider. 
Let’s mark up the bill in sub-
committee, to the full committee, and 
bring it to the floor. 

As I said, Senator SPECTER has done 
his job. My staff worked with his staff. 
We have a bill that is ready to go. 
Bring it out here. Let’s have a good de-
bate about how much we want to fund 
education. Give the public a chance to 
weigh in and see an open debate. Let’s 
have amendments. Let’s vote on them. 
I thought that was the way the process 
was supposed to work. 

Maybe my friends on the other side 
of the aisle are right. Maybe people 
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really do care more about tax cuts for 
the rich than about funding education. 
I don’t think that is so, but there is 
only one way to find out. That is to 
bring the education appropriations bill 
to the floor in open debate and let Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle offer 
their amendments. Let’s vote on those 
amendments, and let’s see how the 
elected Representatives of the people 
of this country feel about funding edu-
cation after those debates and after 
those votes. As I said, it seems to me 
this is the way our democratic system 
is supposed to work. 

Again, I urge the Republican leader-
ship: Bring out our appropriations 
bills. I focus on education because I 
happen to be the ranking member on 
the appropriations subcommittee deal-
ing with education, health, and labor. 
There are so many more, as I men-
tioned, such as the highway bill and 
homeland security, that we need to get 
through on the Senate floor. There are 
21 days left, and we have passed only 
one appropriations bill. 

The Senate is not doing its business. 
It is time we do. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized to 
speak as if in morning business for 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

DARFUR, SUDAN 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, 1,000 

people died there yesterday, 1,000 peo-
ple will die there today, 1,000 more will 
die tomorrow and the day after that, 
and then the next day for as long as we 
can possibly imagine. I am speaking of 
Darfur, Sudan. In that region of the 
world this year, 300,000 people may be 
dead; 11⁄2 million people in Sudan are 
homeless. Villages have been deci-
mated, women have been systemati-
cally raped, crops have been destroyed, 
and wells have been poisoned with 
human corpses. This is genocide. Let us 
not mince words. It demands action. 

The 1948 Convention on the Preven-
tion and Punishment of the Crime of 
Genocide requires signatories, includ-
ing the United States of America, to 
prevent and punish acts that are ‘‘com-
mitted with the intent to destroy, in 
whole or in part, a national, ethical, 
racial or religious group.’’ That is ex-
actly what is taking place in Sudan 
today. 

We in the United States have to join 
with civilized nations around the world 
to stop the genocide in Darfur because 
we have failed sometimes before. We 

failed knowingly time and time again 
in the 20th century. Ten years ago we 
failed the people of Rwanda. 

Samantha Power is the author of a 
book which I have read, a book which 
haunts and inspires me. It is a book en-
titled ‘‘A Problem From Hell: America 
and the Age of Genocide.’’ She wrote, 
‘‘The United States had never in its 
history intervened to stop genocide and 
had in fact rarely even made a point of 
condemning it as it occurred.’’ 

That is a terrible condemnation on 
our Nation, and it is one that I think 
calls us all to action in Sudan. 

This is not a partisan issue. I want to 
salute my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side, Senator JON CORZINE of 
New Jersey, and on the Republican side 
Senator SAM BROWNBACK of Kansas and 
Senator MIKE DEWINE of Ohio. They 
have spoken out on this floor time and 
time again about the genocide in 
Sudan. They remember, as I remember, 
what happened in Rwanda—what hap-
pened while I was a Member of Con-
gress, and while I did not pay as much 
attention as I should have. 

Ten years ago, between 800,000 and a 
million people were butchered in 
Rwanda. The killings took place with 
terrifying efficiency. The weapons of 
mass destruction were simple: the ma-
chete, the club, the torch. Those with 
enough money in Rwanda were some-
times able to pay their killers to shoot 
them rather than hack them to death 
with a machete. These killings were 
crudely carried out and executed, but 
they were carefully orchestrated. They 
were designed to wipe out an ethnic 
group, the Rwandan Tutsis, from the 
face of the Earth, along with any other 
moderate Hutus who dared to question 
the ruling ideology. 

Bill Clinton, a man I count as a 
friend, was President of the United 
States when this occurred. He read a 
series of articles about the killings in 
Rwanda. He turned to his National Se-
curity Adviser Sandy Berger and 
asked, Is what they are saying true? 
How did this happen? Bill Clinton came 
to realize after the genocide in Rwanda 
that the United States had made a his-
toric, tragic mistake of not speaking 
up, of not moving with other nations to 
stop what happened in Rwanda. He vis-
ited that country and apologized on be-
half of our country and the rest of the 
world for ignoring, for standing idly 
by, while a million people died. That 
happened in Rwanda because the 
United States allowed it to happen. 

I am dwelling on Rwanda today, but 
the crisis is in Sudan. Why? Because 
years from now I don’t want those of us 
serving in Congress to be asked about 
Sudan, How did this happen? We know 
how it is happening, and we know it 
continues to happen even as we speak. 

Ten years ago, seven Tutsi pastors 
trapped in a hospital that was no sanc-
tuary wrote to the world pleading for 
intervention and assistance. Here are 
their words: ‘‘We wish to inform you 
that we have heard that tomorrow we 
will be killed with our families.’’ There 

was no intervention. There was no 
help. And the next day, these Christian 
pastors and their families were killed, 
and hundreds of others with them. 

We failed to act in Rwanda. We can-
not fail to act in Darfur, Sudan. For 
months, in western Sudan, the 
janjaweed, Arab militias—death 
squads—have waged war on the ethnic 
African villagers. They have killed 
thousands outright. They have engaged 
in massive, systematic rape and told 
their victims that they hoped they 
would produce ‘‘light-skinned’’ babies. 
They have made 1.5 million people 
homeless, some internally displaced 
and some forced into Chad and other 
neighboring nations. The Sudanese 
Government, a government which 
should be protecting its people, has 
conspired in this mass murder and con-
tributed to it by deliberately shutting 
out international humanitarian efforts 
to reach the refugees. Starvation, dis-
ease, and exposure to the elements are 
also the weapons of genocide. 

My family grew up in Springfield, IL 
in a typical American community and 
typical American neighborhood. Next 
door were our closest friends, the Mays 
family. There was a young woman, a 
young girl when I first met her, who 
grew up with my kids. Her name is 
Robin Mays. She is an amazing young 
woman who succeeded in so many dif-
ferent facets of life and decided to en-
list in the Air Force right out of col-
lege. She was in the Air Force for 7 
years as an officer in charge of logis-
tics. When she came out of the Air 
Force, she came to me and said, I 
would like to do something that uses 
my skills that might help people. I put 
her in contact with the World Food 
Program. She went to Ethiopia, and 
she was involved in dealing with the 
refugee problems and feeding thou-
sands. She came back to the United 
States and went to work for USIA. A 
few months ago, she was sent to the 
Sudan, and she is there. She is working 
in Sudan now with the victims of geno-
cide, with the refugees. The other day 
she sent an e-mail to her family. She 
shared it with me. She was so excited 
because she heard there were actually 
people in the United States talking 
about what was happening in Sudan. It 
was encouraging to her that the rest of 
the world even knew what was hap-
pening in Sudan. She didn’t hold any 
great hope that we would run to her aid 
and find some relief for these poor vic-
tims, but she was so encouraged that 
we even knew and that we even cared. 

What a sad commentary on a great 
nation like the United States and 
many other great nations around the 
world, that that is the best we can do 
to acknowledge the problem, to express 
our concern. 

An estimated 180,000 Sudanese have 
fled to Chad, one of the poorest coun-
tries in the world. Hundreds of thou-
sands more are displaced within Sudan, 
roaming around, trying to look for a 
safe place or something to feed their 
children. When you look at the images 
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of the mothers in the Darfur region, 
Sudanese mothers and their children 
with matchstick legs, covered with 
flies, dying, starving right before our 
eyes, we have to ask, are we doing 
what we should? Is the United States 
doing what it should? 

We have to take steps, and we have 
to take them now, to stop this mass 
slaughter. We start by calling it what 
it is—genocide—and by labeling it a 
genocide. It calls all who signed the 
treaty to action to prevent genocide, 
not just to care but to do something. 
The United States and the United Na-
tions must both label this for what it 
is. Secretary of State Powell has stated 
that Sudan is ‘‘moving toward a geno-
cidal conclusion.’’ That is short of call-
ing it a genocide, but I give the Sec-
retary of State credit. In many times 
gone by, when a genocide was occur-
ring, we could not even bring ourselves 
at the official level to acknowledge it. 
Secretary of State Powell is doing 
that, and I salute him for it. Sudan has 
reached the stage of genocide, but that 
genocide has not reached its final con-
clusion. There is still time to save the 
lives of hundreds of thousands. 

On Friday of this week, many of us 
will leave this Chamber. We will be off 
to political conventions, campaigns, 
time with our families, vacations. The 
first part of September, we will return. 
Six weeks from now, 45 days from now, 
we will be back, but during that 45-day 
period of time, 40,000 or 50,000 innocent 
people will die in the Sudan. There is 
no vacation from genocide. There is 
certainly no vacation from the Sudan. 
I try to imagine, as I stand here with 
all the comforts of being a U.S. Sen-
ator in this great country, what it 
must be like to be a mother or a father 
in that country now watching your 
children starve to death, fearing sys-
tematic rape, torture, and killing, 
which have become so routine. 

We have to do something. We have to 
do it now. Congress should move to 
pass resolutions to let the world know 
we are prepared to move forward. Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, a Republican from 
Kansas, and Senator CORZINE, a Demo-
crat from New Jersey, are pushing for-
ward a resolution that we should not 
leave this city for any length until it is 
enacted. But we need not just words. 
We need to continue to send assistance, 
as we have, and we deserve credit as a 
nation for caring and reaching out, but 
we need to do more—food, water, medi-
cine, but also security for foreign aid 
workers to get in and to allow the Su-
danese refugees to return home. 

The United Nations Security Council 
has failed as well. It has been stymied 
by several nations which don’t want to 
hold the Sudanese Government respon-
sible for what is happening. We need to 
move immediately. I know our new 
U.N. ambassador, Jack Danforth, a 
man whom I greatly respect, a man of 
conscience, understands this, as we do. 
He needs to push those members of the 
Security Council to get the United Na-
tions to act on Darfur and the Sudan 

immediately. We need to intervene. We 
need to see whether, in the 21th cen-
tury, international institutions such as 
the United Nations can succeed where 
others have failed. 

The United States also has rich intel-
ligence resources and capabilities that 
track militia activity. We have 1,800 
troops on Dijibouti who could join an 
international humanitarian mission. 
Ultimately, it is the African Union 
that must supply the personnel to en-
force security, but we can help. 

President Bush—and I disagree with 
him on so many things, but I have to 
give him credit where it is due—helped 
in Liberia with a handful of marines 
prepared to act. They brought stability 
to a situation that seemed out of con-
trol. We need that same leadership 
again from this White House, from this 
Department of Defense, from the State 
Department, and from this Congress. 

Security is a prerequisite in this 
country of Sudan for helicopter and 
truck transport which is going to carry 
supplies to those who are literally 
starving to death. The Sudanese Gov-
ernment has to rein in these militias. 
It cannot continue to look the other 
way. It recently allowed some relief 
supplies to be offloaded, but the Gov-
ernment has helped unleash the geno-
cide in the Sudan, helped arm and di-
rect the Janjaweed. They cannot be 
trusted to see to their disarmament 
without international supervision. We 
have voted to extend millions in emer-
gency assistance to Sudan, but that as-
sistance will never reach them unless 
we create conditions on the ground 
that allow its distribution. 

Mine is only one voice in a Chamber 
of 100 Senators, in a nation of millions 
of people. I don’t know that what I 
have to say in the Senate will have an 
impact on anyone, but I could not and 
many of my colleagues could not coun-
tenance leaving Washington in good 
conscience for an August vacation re-
cess and acting like the carnage in 
Sudan is not occurring. It is genocide. 
Those in the civilized world must stand 
up and not only condemn it but take 
action to bring it to an end as quickly 
as possible. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, I 

rise to speak on a matter different 
than what my friend and colleague 
from Illinois has spoken about, but be-
fore I do, I associate myself with his 
comments. 

I stand with him and others on both 
sides of the aisle in asking the ques-
tion, Are we doing all that we should 
be doing in the Sudan? Genocide is oc-
curring. We can have debate about the 
legal definition of genocide, but for the 
folks who are experiencing the pain 
and the suffering, the torture, they are 
not interested in legal debate. 

I hope we heed the call of my friend 
from Illinois, that before we leave, be-
fore we go home to be with our families 
and do the things we do in our State 

and throughout this country, that we 
at a minimum speak out, that at a 
minimum the voice of this Congress be 
heard, and that we then move forward 
on the path, beyond speaking out, that 
will provide some action, that will pro-
vide a level of safety, security, and 
comfort, the basic things that need to 
be done in the Sudan. 

As I listened, I want my friend from 
Illinois to know that his words have 
had impact. I hope they echo far be-
yond these halls and that we do what 
should be done, that we make a state-
ment in this Congress, that statement 
be turned into action, and that action 
has some impact. 

(The remarks of Mr. COLEMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2715 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. COLEMAN. I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, last 
night I filed a cloture motion on the 
Sixth Circuit judicial nomination of 
Henry Saad. That vote will occur to-
morrow morning. Two additional Sixth 
Circuit nominations are on the Execu-
tive Calendar, ready for consideration. 
I am prepared to ask unanimous con-
sent for time agreements and up-or- 
down votes on these nominations; how-
ever, I understand that there will be 
objection from the other side. 

I ask the Democrat leadership if it is 
true they would not agree to a time 
agreement on these Sixth Circuit 
nominations? 

Mr. REID. The majority leader is cor-
rect. 

f 

NOMINATION OF RICHARD A. GRIF-
FIN TO BE UNITED STATES CIR-
CUIT JUDGE FOR THE SIXTH 
CIRCUIT 

NOMINATION OF DAVID W. 
MCKEAGUE TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR 
THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 

Mr. FRIST. With that objection, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed en bloc to the nominations 
of Calendar No. 789, Richard Griffin, to 
be U.S. Circuit Judge for the Sixth Cir-
cuit, and No. 790, David McKeague, to 
be U.S. Circuit Judge for the Sixth Cir-
cuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report the 
nominations. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of Richard A. Griffin, of Michi-
gan, to be United States Circuit Judge 
for the Sixth Circuit; 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:18 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S21JY4.REC S21JY4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8536 July 21, 2004 
David W. McKeague, of Michigan, to 

be United States Circuit Judge for the 
Sixth Circuit. 

CLOTURE MOTIONS 

Mr. FRIST. I send a cloture motion 
to the desk on the first nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We the undersigned Senators, in according 
with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on Executive 
Calendar No. 789, Richard A. Griffin of Michi-
gan, to be U.S. circuit judge for the Sixth 
Circuit. 

Bill Frist, Orrin Hatch, Lamar Alex-
ander, Charles Grassley, Mike Crapo, 
Pete Domenici, Lincoln Chafee, Mitch 
McConnell, Ted Stevens, George Allen, 
Lindsey Graham, John Warner, Jeff 
Sessions, John Ensign, Trent Lott, Jim 
Talent, Pat Roberts. 

Mr. FRIST. I now send a cloture mo-
tion to the desk on the second nomina-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on Executive Cal-
endar No. 790, David W. McKeague of Michi-
gan, to be U.S. circuit judge for the Sixth 
Circuit. 

Bill Frist, Orrin Hatch, Lamar Alex-
ander, Charles Grassley, Mike Crapo, 
Pete Domenici, Lincoln Chafee, Mitch 
McConnell, Ted Stevens, George Allen, 
Lindsey Graham, John Warner, Jeff 
Sessions, John Ensign, Trent Lott, Jim 
Talent, Pat Roberts. 

Mr. FRIST. I ask the mandatory 
quorums under rule XXII be waived and 
further that the votes on these nomi-
nations occur tomorrow in a stacked 
sequence, on Thursday, following the 
Saad cloture vote, unless cloture is in-
voked on any of the nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
there now be a period for morning busi-
ness with Senators speaking for 10 min-
utes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HONORING EL MUNDO ON 24TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I rise 
today to congratulate El Mundo on its 
24th anniversary and to recognize the 
tremendous importance of this weekly 
newspaper to Nevada’s Spanish-speak-
ing community. 

The oldest continuing Spanish lan-
guage newspaper in southern Nevada, 

El Mundo has grown dramatically over 
the last 24 years to a current reader-
ship of more than 120,000. The news-
paper not only provides insightful cov-
erage of important issues facing Ne-
vada and the Nation, but also provides 
a window into the life and times of 
southern Nevada’s Latino community. 

By giving consumers the information 
they need to make important purchase 
decisions about everything from cloth-
ing to cars to homes, El Mundo’s com-
mercial listings have helped thousands 
of new residents acclimate to life in 
the region, and fueled the economic en-
gine of southern Nevada. 

The growth of El Mundo has par-
alleled the growth of Nevada’s Latino 
community. When El Mundo was 
founded in 1980, about 50,000 Latinos 
lived in Nevada, representing 6 to 7 per-
cent of the population. Today the 
Latino population approaches the half 
million mark and accounts for as much 
as 25 percent of our State’s population. 

El Mundo not only reflects the grow-
ing prominence of Latinos in Southern 
Nevada but also provides a channel 
through which this vibrant and diverse 
community is helping to shape the fu-
ture of Nevada’s economic, political, 
and cultural life. 

I also want to take a moment to rec-
ognize Edward Escobedo, the founder 
and publisher of El Mundo, whose dedi-
cation and leadership has been indis-
pensable to the growth of the news-
paper. He and his colleagues can take 
great pride in transforming their vision 
into a southern Nevada institution. 
Eddie has been a leader in charitable 
and civic affairs in the greater Las 
Vegas area for decades. Nevada is a 
better place because of Eddie Escobedo. 

f 

LAS VEGAS INTERNATIONAL FOLK 
FESTIVAL 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I rise 
today to recognize the Las Vegas Inter-
national Folk Festival, which was held 
June 18 through 20. 

Hosted by the Mexico Vivo Dance 
Company, the Festival brought to-
gether artists from around the world to 
celebrate the artistic traditions of the 
United States, Latin America, Europe, 
Asia, Africa, and the Caribbean. 

All of the festival’s performances 
were free to the public, providing the 
residents of Las Vegas with a wonder-
ful opportunity to experience the 
world’s diverse artistic and cultural 
heritages. Some 500 performing artists 
and dance students participated in this 
3-day event. 

I want to take a moment to recognize 
Ixela Gutierrez, the festival’s founder 
and artistic director, who helped make 
this wonderful event possible. Among 
the leading artists in Nevada, Ms. 
Gutierrez has enjoyed a successful solo-
ist dance career with The National 
Folkloric Ballet of Mexico, served as 
company director of Ballet 
Ollimpaxqui, and choreographed six 
seasons for the Las Vegas Civic Ballet. 
She also founded the Mexico Vivo 

Dance Company in Las Vegas in 1995 to 
preserve and share the rich artistic 
heritage of Mexican and Latin Amer-
ican folk dances. 

Ms. Gutierrez has been recognized by 
many organizations throughout her ca-
reer, and she received a special Award 
of Distinction in Culture from the 
Latin Chamber of Commerce of Las 
Vegas. She also has enjoyed the honor 
of performing for President Bush at the 
White House’s Cinco de Mayo celebra-
tion. She is now focusing her energy 
and talent on building a new Las Vegas 
tradition, by making the International 
Folk Festival an annual event. 

I also recognize the sponsors of this 
outstanding event: Fitzgerald’s Hotel 
and Casino, Fremont Street Experi-
ence, Nevada Youth Alliance, and 
Mexican Patriotic Committee. 

The inaugural Las Vegas Inter-
national Folk Festival was a great suc-
cess, and I am sure everyone who at-
tended is looking forward to next 
year’s event. 

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

SERGEANT 1ST CLASS LINDA TARANGO-GRIESS 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 

President, I rise today to honor SFC 
Linda Tarango-Griess of Sutton, NE. 

Sergeant First Class Tarango-Griess 
served bravely in the 267th Ordnance 
Company of the Nebraska National 
Guard, which was deployed in February 
from Fort Riley, KS. She selflessly 
gave her time and her expertise to pre-
serving American ideals through her 
service to the Guard. At the time of 
her death, she was serving in Samarra, 
Iraq, when an improvised explosive de-
vice detonated near her convoy vehicle. 

Those who knew Sergeant First Class 
Tarango-Griess were continually in-
spired by the example of leadership she 
set, her positive attitude and her con-
fidence were great assets to her and her 
colleagues. Her family recently set up 
a memorial in North Platte, NE. One 
poster, especially, demonstrated the 
ongoing optimism that she helped oth-
ers to see. This poster reads: ‘‘We will 
miss you. No goodbyes. See you later.’’ 

My thoughts and prayers are with 
the family and friends of SFC Linda 
Tarango-Griess, but she will remain as 
a beacon of dedication and patriotism 
to all Americans from her shining ex-
ample of commitment through her 
service to the Armed Forces. 

SERGEANT JEREMY FISCHER 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-

dent, I rise today to honor SGT Jeremy 
Fischer of Lincoln, NE. 

SGT Jeremy Fischer bravely dedi-
cated his life to our Nation through his 
service with the 267th Ordnance Com-
pany of the Nebraska National Guard. 
Sergeant Fischer was deployed in Feb-
ruary from Fort Riley, KS, and was 
serving in Samarra, Iraq at the time of 
his death on July 11, 2004, when an im-
provised explosive device detonated 
near his convoy vehicle. 

While SGT Fischer was in Iraq, he 
used his knowledge and skills to serve 
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the National Guard as a chemical re-
pair specialist, and was part of a team 
that installed armor kits on Humvees 
to protect soldiers. 

Those who knew him know that he 
embodied all the qualities people ad-
mire about Nebraskans. His presence 
was an asset in any situation. His 
warmth and personality will be missed 
among his fellow troops, his friends, 
and especially his wife and his family. 

I extend my sincerest thoughts and 
my deepest thanks to the family of 
SGT Fischer. He will be remembered 
for the service he has given to the 
American Armed Forces, and the ulti-
mate sacrifice he has made for our 
country. 

f 

REMEMBERING THE NAPER 28 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 
President, August 3, 2004 marks the 
60th anniversary of what is believed to 
be the worst military aviation disaster 
in the history of the State of Nebraska. 
At 8:25 p.m. an Army C–47 transport 
airplane dropped from the sky near 
Naper, NE, killing 28 brave World War 
II servicemen. The dead included 26 
Army pilots, one flight surgeon, and an 
aircraft crew chief. They were trav-
eling from the Bruning, NE air base to 
Pierre, SD to complete their training 
before being shipped off to war. 

On August 8, Naper Historical Soci-
ety of Boyd County, NE will dedicate a 
permanent memorial to the Naper 28. 
They raised funds for the Naper 28 Me-
morial through a donation campaign. 
What is perhaps most touching about 
this fundraising effort is not the funds 
themselves, not even the speed with 
which they came, but it was the senti-
ments attached by way of note or let-
ter from other World War II veterans 
or their widows. At the time of the dis-
aster, very little attention was paid to 
this aviation disaster. Though it com-
memorates the tragedy that befell the 
Naper 28, the memorial at Knollcrest 
Cemetery in Naper, NE, also bears wit-
ness to a more enduring lesson in brav-
ery and valor and preserving the free-
dom that defines America. 

No doubt, the town of Naper, and 
citizens throughout Boyd County are 
delighted finally to have a fitting me-
morial for the 28 servicemen who lost 
their lives in 1944. It is fitting that the 
Naper 28 Memorial will be dedicated 
the same year as the National World 
War II Memorial in Washington, DC. 
This year marks an especially com-
memorative year for America’s vet-
erans, and is a year when all Ameri-
cans gratefully remember and honor 
the bravery and valor with which 
America fought in World War II. 

Anniversaries, like the 60th anniver-
sary of D–Day and the 60th anniversary 
of the Naper 28, are important remind-
ers about our history as a Nation, and 
about our character as Americans. 

As America pauses to recall the 
thankless bravery and sacrifice of 
those who died protecting our freedoms 
on D–Day, the people of Naper and all 

Nebraska also pause to remember the 
tragedy and sacrifices and lost oppor-
tunities of the Naper 28. 

I submit the names of the brave souls 
of the Naper 28, as they appear on the 
memorial in Naper, NE, as further 
commemoration of their sacrifice. 

They are as follows: 
THE NAPER 28 

F/O John F. Albert 
2nd Lt. Willam F. Acree 
2nd Lt. William Armstrong 
2nd Lt. Millard F. Arnett, Jr. 
2nd Lt. Herbert A. Blakeslee 
2nd Lt. George E. Broeckmann 
2nd Lt. Robert K. Bohle 
2nd Lt. Jack L. Brown 
2nd Lt. Richard E. Brown 
2nd Lt. James C. Burke, Jr. 
2nd Lt. Donald J. Clarkson 
2nd Lt. Lloyd L. Hemphill 
Sgt. Orson I. Hutslar 
2nd Lt. Arthur Johnson 
Capt. Clayton R. Jolley 
Capt. Leonard C. Jolley 
2nd Lt. Gerald C. Keller 
2nd Lt. Jack E. Lytle 
Capt. Stanley J. Meadows 
2nd Lt. Robert E. Nesbitt, Jr. 
2nd Lt. Bernard W. O’Malley 
2nd Lt. Anthony J. Paladino 
2nd Lt. Bruce S. Patterson 
2nd Lt. Lelan A. Pope 
2nd Lt. Charles V. Porter 
Capt. Leslie B. Roberts 
2nd Lt. Pat N. Roberts, Jr. 
2nd Lt. LaVon H. Sehorn 

f 

MASS MURDER OF ROMA AT 
AUSCHWITZ SIXTY YEARS AGO 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam President, 

during World War II, some 23,000 Roma 
were sent to Auschwitz, mostly from 
Germany, Austria, and the occupied 
Czech lands. Sixty Years ago, on the 
night of August 2 and 3, the order was 
given to liquidate the ‘‘Gypsy Camp’’ 
at Auschwitz. Over the course of that 
night, 2,898 men, women, and children 
were put to death in the gas chambers. 
In all, an estimated 18,000 Roma died at 
Auschwitz-Birkenau. 

During the intervening years, Aug. 2 
and 3 have become days to remember 
the Porrajmos, the Romani word that 
means ‘‘the Devouring,’’ and to mourn 
the Romani losses of the Holocaust. 

As the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Mu-
seum has suggested, Roma are ‘‘under-
studied victims’’ of the Nazis. What we 
don’t know about the Romani experi-
ences during the war is far greater 
than what is known. 

But we do know that the fate of the 
Roma varied from country to county, 
and depended on many factors. We 
know that, in addition to the atrocities 
in Auschwitz, thousands of Roma were 
gassed at Chelmno. We know that an 
estimated 90 percent of Croatia’s 
Romani population—tens of thousands 
of people—were murdered. We know 
that approximately 25,000 Roma were 
deported by the Romanian regime to 
Transnistria in 1942, where some 19,000 
of them perished there in unspeakable 
conditions. We know that in many 
places, such as Hungary, Roma were 
simply executed at the village edge and 
dumped into mass graves. We know 

that in Slovakia, Roma were put into 
forced labor camps, and that in France, 
Roma were kept in internment camps 
for fully a year after the war ended. 

Still, far more research remains to be 
done in this field, especially with 
newly available archives like those 
from the Lety concentration camp in 
the Czech Republic. I commend the 
Holocaust Museum for the efforts it 
has made to shed light on this still 
dark corner of the past, and I welcome 
the work of nongovernmental organiza-
tions, such as the Budapest-based 
Roma Press Center, for collecting the 
memories of survivors. 

I do not think I can overstate the 
consequences of the Porrajmos. Some 
scholars estimate that as many as half 
of Europe’s Romani minority perished. 
For individuals, for families, and for 
surviving communities, those losses 
were devastating. Tragically, the post- 
war treatment of Roma compounded 
one set of injustices with others. Those 
who were most directly involved in de-
veloping the Nationalist-Socialist 
framework for the racial persecution of 
Roma—Robert Ritter and Eva Justin— 
were never brought to justice for their 
crimes and were allowed to continue 
their medical careers after the war. 
The investigative files on Ritter—in-
cluding evidence regarding his role in 
the forced sterilization of Roma—were 
destroyed. German courts refused to 
recognize, until 1963, that the persecu-
tion of Roma based on their ethnic 
identity began at least as early as 1938. 
By the time of the 1963 ruling, many 
Romani survivors had already died. 

During my years of service on the 
leadership of the Helsinki Commission, 
I have been struck by the tragic plight 
of Roma throughout the OSCE region. 
It is not surprising that, given the long 
history of their persecution, Roma con-
tinue to fight racism and discrimina-
tion today. I commend Slovakia for 
adopting comprehensive antidiscrimi-
nation legislation in May. As the OSCE 
participating states prepare for a 
major conference on racism, discrimi-
nation, and xenophobia, to be held in 
September, I hope they will be pre-
pared to address the persistent mani-
festations of racism against Roma— 
manifestations that often carry echoes 
of the Holocaust. 

f 

NEED FOR THE INDEPENDENT NA-
TIONAL SECURITY CLASSIFICA-
TION BOARD 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Madam 
President, I am delighted to join my 
colleagues Senator WYDEN, Senator 
LOTT and Senator SNOWE in intro-
ducing a bipartisan bill that will begin 
to address our Government’s dangerous 
tendency toward excessive secrecy. 

I start from the belief that, in our 
democratic society, the people should 
have access to all information which 
their Government holds in their behalf. 
The only exceptions should be for nec-
essary personal and company privacy 
concerns, such as tax returns, and for 
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legitimate national security threats, 
such as protecting the sources and 
methods of gathering extremely sen-
sitive information. The current level of 
abuse of our classification system is so 
egregious as to be laughable. 

To make matters worse, when the 
Congress has sought to declassify im-
portant information, we have allowed 
the fox to guard the henhouse—we have 
allowed the CIA and other agencies to 
determine what gets released to the 
American public from reports that are 
critical of their conduct. 

I am personally most familiar with 
the report of the House and Senate In-
telligence Committees’ Joint Inquiry 
into the intelligence failures sur-
rounding 9/11. After our report was 
filed in December 2002, it took 7 
months to get a declassified version 
that we could release. And after all 
those months, the intelligence agencies 
and the White House refused to declas-
sify pages and pages of information 
that might have caused them embar-
rassment—but certainly did not threat-
en our national security. 

The most famous instance of censor-
ship is the 27 pages that detail foreign 
sources of support of two of the 19 hi-
jackers while they were living among 
us and finalizing their evil plot. For all 
we know, that pattern of support con-
tinues to this day. But our report found 
a number of instances where failures to 
share information were in and of them-
selves threats to national security. 

Had Federal agencies’ watch lists of 
terrorist suspects been shared, espe-
cially with State and local law enforce-
ment officials, police might have de-
tained prior to 9/11 several of the hi-
jackers when they were stopped for 
traffic offenses. We also have learned 
that the President’s Daily Brief of Au-
gust 6, 2001, listed a number of pending 
threats to our homeland, including hi-
jackings of commercial aircraft. If only 
that information had been shared with 
the airlines through the FAA, the air-
lines could have heightened security on 
board aircraft and more thoroughly 
screened their passenger lists. Instead, 
no steps were taken. 

One of the Joint Inquiry’s rec-
ommendations, No. 15, called on the 
President and the intelligence agencies 
to review executive orders, policies and 
procedures that govern national secu-
rity classification of intelligence infor-
mation: 
in an effort to expand access to relevant in-
formation for Federal agencies outside the 
Intelligence Community, for State and local 
authorities, which are critical to the fight 
against terrorism, and for the American pub-
lic. 

The recommendation also called on 
Congress to review statutes, policies 
and procedures governing classifica-
tion. As the recommendation states: 

Among other matters, Congress should 
consider the degree to which excessive clas-
sification has been used in the past and the 
extent to which the emerging threat envi-
ronment has greatly increased the need for 
real-time sharing of sensitive information. 

The report called on the Director of 
Central Intelligence, the Attorney Gen-

eral, the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security and the 
Secretary of State to review and report 
to the House and Senate committees 
with ‘‘proposals to protect against the 
use of the classification process as a 
shield to protect agency self-interest.’’ 

Regrettably, none of the executive 
branch agencies have responded to the 
Joint Inquiry’s directives on this issue. 
So I am pleased to join my colleagues 
in cosponsoring this legislation, which 
will create an Independent National 
Security Classification Board within 
the executive branch to force the ad-
ministration and the intelligence agen-
cies to respond and to implement new 
procedures and standards. Once a new 
classification system has been adopted, 
the independent board will have access 
to all documents that are classified on 
the basis of national security concerns 
and the authority to review classifica-
tion decisions made by executive 
branch employees. If the board dis-
agrees with a decision, it can make a 
recommendation to the President to 
reverse or alter the classification. 

If the President doesn’t adopt the 
board’s recommendation, he must 
within 60 days explain his decision to 
Congress: 
and post such notification and written jus-
tification on the White House website. 

This will, at the very least, let the 
American people know that they are 
being denied information. 

f 

COSPONSORSHIP OF S. 2623

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I 
discuss a very important issue to my 
home State of Wisconsin, and that is 
the time limits placed on Supple-
mental Security Income, SSI, benefits 
for refugees and other humanitarian 
immigrants.– 

Due to a provision included in the 
1996 welfare reform law, some refugees 
and other humanitarian immigrants le-
gally residing in the United States, in-
cluding many members of the Hmong 
ethnic group, are beginning to lose 
their eligibility for SSI. The provision 
states that refugees and other humani-
tarian immigrants are only eligible for 
SSI for 7 years. Some of these legal im-
migrants have already lost their bene-
fits, and for others the 7-year deadline 
is quickly approaching. 

Many of the Hmong who currently 
reside in Wisconsin and throughout the 
U.S. provided invaluable assistance to 
the U.S. military during the Vietnam 
War. The Hmong made great sacrifices 
in fighting against communists in Laos 
and providing intelligence to the CIA, 
and could no longer stay in the region 
out of fear for their safety. In return 
for their sacrifices for our Nation, we 
relocated them to the United States, 
along with their families, to live under 
refugee or humanitarian immigrant 
status. 

The refugees and other humanitarian 
immigrants who depend on SSI are el-
derly or disabled and often lack any 
other financial resources. Many Hmong 

currently have applications for citizen-
ship pending, and have been waiting for 
over 2 years for their applications to be 
processed by the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service and now the De-
partment of Homeland Security. Oth-
ers are suffering from serious mental 
or physical disabilities that prevent 
them from completing the require-
ments necessary to obtain citizenship. 
Losing their SSI eligibility will cause 
significant strain to those Hmong who 
rely on SSI as their only financial 
means. 

I am proud to cosponsor S. 2623, the 
SSI Extension for Elderly and Disabled 
Refugees Act, which was introduced by 
Senator SMITH. This bill would extend 
the 7-year deadline by 2 years, giving 
those refugees who depend on SSI some 
additional time to navigate the natu-
ralization process. 

It is my sincere hope that this bill 
will be taken up and passed quickly, 
since time is of the essence for this 
population. Many of the Hmong risked 
their lives to help the United States 
and I believe that the U.S. Government 
should do all it can to provide for them 
in their time of need. 

f 

AMERICAN HOSTAGES IN 
COLOMBIA 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, last 
February, I rose before the Senate to 
draw attention to the fate of three 
Americans taken hostage by the Revo-
lutionary Armed Forces of Colombia 
(FARC)—Marc Gonsalves, Keith 
Stansell, and Thomas Howes. It has 
been 5 months since then—17 months 
since Marc, Keith and Tom were cap-
tured. Since that tragic day, these 
Americans and their families have 
lived in fear, never knowing what to-
morrow may bring. I say today what I 
said then—there must be no higher pri-
ority than ensuring that Marc, Keith 
and Tom return safely home. I com-
mend the actions taken thus far by 
United States and Colombian officials 
to find these brave Americans, but I 
urge them to redouble their efforts. 

Marc, Keith and Tom were taken cap-
tive when their plane crashed in FARC 
controlled territory on February 13, 
2003. Two individuals, an American 
pilot, Tom Janis, and a Colombian in-
telligence officer, were killed by the 
FARC at the crash site, and Marc, 
Keith and Tom have remained in cap-
tivity since that time. A video docu-
mentary released last year containing 
interviews with the three men dramati-
cally underscores the urgency of their 
dire situation. 

I know that all of our prayers remain 
with these Americans and their fami-
lies. As any parent knows, it is impos-
sible to describe the pain these families 
suffer knowing that their sons are in 
danger, unable to communicate with 
them, and uncertain whether they will 
ever see them again. Marc Gonsalves’ 
mother, Jo Rosano, is a Connecticut 
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resident. When I met with her in Feb-
ruary, I pledged that I would do every-
thing possible to return her son. I 
stand by that pledge today. 

To that end, I have met with Presi-
dent Uribe and Colombian officials and 
urged them to secure Marc, Keith and 
Tom’s release. President Uribe has as-
sured me that Colombian authorities 
are working to locate these Americans 
and that Colombia will not end its 
search until they are found. 

I have likewise urged the Bush ad-
ministration to provide all necessary 
assistance to locate and gain the re-
lease of Marc, Keith and Tom. During a 
hearing last year before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, I urged 
William Wood, Ambassador to Colom-
bia, to make their well-being and safe 
release his highest priority. Ambas-
sador Wood agreed to do so and prom-
ised to keep me informed about devel-
opments as they occur. I thank him for 
his efforts to date. 

Unfortunately, rescuing these three 
Americans will not be easy. But while 
doing so may not be easy, it is essen-
tial—it is our duty. We must leave no 
stone unturned in our efforts to secure 
their release. And we must make sure 
that their families know that we have 
not forgotten their sons and will not 
rest until we find them. I will continue 
to work tirelessly on behalf of Marc, 
Keith and Tom, and I urge the Bush ad-
ministration and the Colombian gov-
ernment, to do everything in their 
power to expedite their return. 

f 

NOMINATION OF WILLIAM G. 
MYERS III 

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, 
yesterday the Senate voted on the 
nomination of William G. Myers III 
who has been nominated for a position 
on the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
The Ninth Circuit includes most west-
ern States as well as Alaska and Ha-
waii. These western States contain a 
vast portion of our natural resources 
and is home to many of our Native 
Americans, Alaskan Natives and Ha-
waiian natives. 

President Bush nominated Mr. Myers 
on May 15, 2003 while he served as So-
licitor General for the Department of 
Interior. He was voted out of the Judi-
ciary Committee on April 1, 2004, by a 
party line vote of 10–9. 

A large portion of Mr. Myers’ 22-year 
legal career has been in Washington 
working as a lobbyist and as a govern-
mental lawyer in Republican adminis-
trations. During his legal career, Mr. 
Myers has never served in a judiciary 
capacity; he has never participated in a 
trial, and has received a partial Not 
Qualified rating from the American 
Bar Association, its lowest rating. 

During his tenure as Solicitor Gen-
eral he has shown his contempt for en-
vironmental protections and has dis-
regarded the necessary input of Native 
Americans into decisions that directly 
affect them. As Solicitor, he reversed 
an opinion made by his predecessor 

during the Clinton administration re-
garding the interpretation of a statute. 
This reversal led to the issuanc of a 
permit to the Glamis Company to open 
and operate the Glamis Imperial Mine 
on Quechan Indian Sacred land. The de-
cision to overturn this opinion was 
done without government-to-govern-
ment consultation with the Quechan 
Indian Tribe, which is required by the 
policies implemented by the executive 
branch. Despite requests made by the 
Quechan Indian Tribe to meet with the 
Interior Department, he never made 
any attempts to convene with the tribe 
while Solicitor, yet had several meet-
ings with the Glamis Company regard-
ing this gold mine. 

Mr. Myers placed his mining industry 
ties before all others. It is his judg-
ment demonstrated here that lead the 
nonpartisan National Congress of 
American Indians to oppose this judi-
cial nomination for the first time in 
this organization’s 60-year existence. 

The nomination of Mr. Myers is op-
posed by more than 175 environmental, 
Native American, labor, civil rights, 
disability rights, women’s rights and 
other organizations. The New York 
Times, the Los Angeles Times, and the 
San Francisco Chronicle have edito-
rialized in opposition to his confirma-
tion. 

Now, I point out that I have voted 
and the Senate has confirmed many 
conservative judges. Do I like their pol-
itics? Probably not. Will I be happy 
with their rulings all of the time? No. 
Do I think they can resist partisan ac-
tivism while serving on the bench? Yes. 
Regardless of a judge’s political 
leanings, I will support a nominee who 
understands and is respectful of the 
rule of law. It is apparent that Mr. 
Myers will put industry ahead of our 
environment, the sacred land rights of 
Native Americans, and most impor-
tantly what is in the best interest of 
the general public. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. On May 1, 2003, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduced the 
Local Law Enforcement Enhancement 
Act, a bill that would add new cat-
egories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 

On April 2, 2000, in Cedar Rapids, IA, 
Jason Allen was charged with allegedly 
attacking another man because he be-
lieved the man was gay. 

I believe that the Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 
(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

NATIONAL VETERANS BUSINESS 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

∑ Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues in the 
Senate—Chair of the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship 
OLYMPIA SNOWE and former House 
Small Business Committee Chairman 
JIM TALENT—in support of legislation 
that will ensure the National Veterans 
Business Development Corporation is 
able to continue serving veteran small 
business owners. 

In a letter to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget on March 19, 2004, the 
Department of Justice concluded that 
the Veterans Corporation is a govern-
ment agency, and therefore subject to 
the laws, regulations, and guidance ap-
plicable to all executive branch agen-
cies. This opinion by the admiration 
not only goes against congressional in-
tent, but it severely undermines the 
ability of the corporation to deliver 
needed assistance to veteran entre-
preneurs. 

As a supporter of the original legisla-
tion that established the Veterans Cor-
poration, I can tell you that Congress 
fully intended the Veterans Corpora-
tion to be a private entity and not a 
Federal agency. This bipartisan legis-
lation simply clarifies the status of the 
Veterans Corporation and reaffirms 
Congress’s original objective. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation, which we seek to pass 
today. Passing this legislation expedi-
tiously will mean that the Veterans 
Corporation can continue to carry out 
its congressionally mandated mission 
and that our veteran-owned small busi-
ness are able to receive the develop-
ment assistance they need to start and 
expand. ∑ 

f 

THE SMART PROGRAM 
∑ Mr. SMITH. Madam President, today 
I rise to recognize a proven early lit-
eracy program called SMART, which 
stands for ‘‘Start Making A Reader 
Today.’’ The program gives children 
who have difficulty reading the extra 
support and one-on-one attention they 
need to learn to read and succeed. 

Each year, SMART matches more 
than 11,000 young children in Oregon 
with adult volunteers for weekly one- 
on-one reading sessions. Independent 
research shows that these relationships 
have a measurable impact on the stu-
dents’ reading performance. At a time 
when we are striving to better serve 
our Nation’s students, this Oregon pro-
gram is a model for the Nation. 
SMART has improved young Orego-
nians’ performance on important 
benchmark exams, and has given stu-
dents an important boost of confidence 
for continued academic success. 

Twelve years ago, Johnell Bell was a 
first grader struggling to learn to read. 
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His teacher noted Johnell toiling to 
keep pace with his classmates, and rec-
ommended him for SMART. For sev-
eral years, Johnell worked with one of 
SMART’s 10,000 volunteers to develop 
his reading skills. With free books at 
his disposal, Johnell practiced reading 
at home and quickly developed into a 
star student and a dynamic young lead-
er. Now a student at Portland State 
University, he is returning the favor. 
Every week, he spends time between 
classes with two SMART readers. 

We should learn from proven suc-
cesses and invest in programs that 
have a measurable impact on our chil-
dren’s future. By successfully mobi-
lizing communities to improve the 
lives of thousands of children, SMART, 
and other programs like it, provide 
hope for America’s children.∑ 

f 

U.S. INSTITUTE OF PEACE 2004 NA-
TIONAL PEACE ESSAY CONTEST 
WINNER 

∑ Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 
would like to bring to my colleagues’ 
attention the nationally recognized 
essay of one of my constituents, Vivek 
Viswanathan, a junior at Herricks High 
School in New Hyde Park, NY. I had 
the pleasure of meeting Mr. 
Viswanathan on June 23, 2004, when he 
visited my office during the United 
States Institute of Peace 2004 National 
Peace Essay Contest, NPEC Awards 
Week in Washington. The mandate of 
the United States Institute of Peace, as 
established by Congress, is to support 
the development, transmission, and use 
of knowledge to promote peace and 
curb violent international conflict. The 
Institute’s annual NPEC, one of its old-
est programs, is based on the belief 
that expanding the study of peace, jus-
tice, freedom and security is vital to 
civic education. 

Mr. Viswanathan’s essay, ‘‘Estab-
lishing Peaceful and Stable Postwar 
Societies Through Effective Rebuilding 
Strategy’’ was awarded first-place 
among the essays of his peers rep-
resenting all 50 States, U.S. territories 
and overseas schools. In his essay, Mr. 
Viswanathan argues that to be effec-
tive, reconstruction efforts should be 
tailored to the specific post-war situa-
tion, obtain a large commitment of re-
sources and assistance from the inter-
national community, and involve ‘‘a 
nation’s own people in a way that al-
lows them to ultimately control their 
destiny and that eventually provides a 
clear exit strategy for international ac-
tors.’’ I am proud of Mr. Viswanathan’s 
commendable essay and congratulate 
him and his teachers at Herricks High 
School. Mr. Viswanathan is a bright 
and energetic student who will be a 
leader in his future endeavors. I would 
like to share with my colleagues a copy 
of Mr. Viswanathan’s first-place essay. 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ESTABLISHING PEACEFUL AND STABLE POST-
WAR SOCIETIES THROUGH EFFECTIVE RE-
BUILDING STRATEGY 

While the resolution of armed conflict may 
bring initial order within a war-torn nation, 
it does not guarantee long-term peace and 
stability. Establishing an orderly society 
from the ruins of war—enacting a workable 
political, economic, and social structure in a 
place where violence and instability have 
been the rule—is an undertaking that is nec-
essarily complex. Moreover, the discontinu-
ation of armed conflict does not imply reso-
lution of the underlying concerns that 
caused the conflict. Humanitarian crises can 
compound problems. An inability to deal 
with these factors intelligently and effec-
tively can cripple the rebuilding process and 
lead to renewed strife. 

History has shown that the most effective 
rebuilding efforts integrate three important 
strategies. Firstly, they are tailored to the 
postwar situation with which they are deal-
ing. An assessment of which factors-pose the 
gravest challenges to rebuilding in each 
post-conflict situation is absolutely nec-
essary. Factors that destabilize rebuilding 
must not be addressed haphazardly but rath-
er at their roots. Secondly, successful re-
building involves a vast commitment of re-
sources and assistance on the part of the 
international community. Piecemeal efforts 
will not suffice. Finally, rebuilding efforts 
must involve a nation’s own people in a way 
that allows them to ultimately control their 
destiny and that eventually provides a clear 
exit strategy for international actors. 

Case studies of the Marshall Plan in West-
ern Europe and the U.N. and U.S.’s rebuild-
ing efforts in Somalia in the early 1990s dem-
onstrate the necessity of correctly identi-
fying the most fundamental and pressing 
challenges of rebuilding, dealing with them 
in a powerful and forceful way, and involving 
a nation’s people in rebuilding efforts in 
order to build a strong, self-sustaining soci-
ety. 

The Marshall Plan is a study in successful 
rebuilding. When World War II ended in 1945, 
the European continent was in tatters. 
America initially believed that limited aid 
and relaxed trade barriers would be enough 
to spur Europe to economic recovery. But by 
1947, the economic situation was dire. The 
UN reported that postwar labor productivity 
in Europe was 40–50% of prewar levels, and 
low wages and food shortages compounded 
the problems. As the economy tanked, sup-
port for the Communist party in various 
countries began to grow. The U.S. began to 
fear Soviet domination of Western Europe. 

By 1947, Secretary of State George Mar-
shall understood the plight of the European 
continent and the danger it faced. ‘‘The pa-
tient is sinking while the doctors delib-
erate,’’ he told the American people. In a 
now-famous speech that year at Harvard 
University, Marshall laid out the European 
Recovery Program—the Marshall Plan—and 
brilliantly addressed the three important 
strategies of rebuilding. Firstly, he correctly 
assessed the situation in Europe. Marshall 
realized that the root problem that afflicted 
rebuilding efforts was economic and not po-
litical in nature. He emphasized that the ef-
fective way to stifle Communism was to ad-
dress Europe’s economic troubles. ‘‘Our pol-
icy is directed not against any country or 
doctrine but against hunger, poverty, des-
peration, and chaos,’’ Marshall said. ‘‘Its 
purpose should be the revival of a working 
economy . . . to permit the emergence of po-
litical and social conditions in which free in-
stitutions can exist.’’ 

Secondly, Marshall understood that for re-
building to succeed, a massive investment of 
resources into Europe on the part of the U.S. 

was necessary. ‘‘Assistance . . . must not be 
on a piecemeal basis . . . [it] should provide 
a cure rather than a mere palliative,’’ he 
said. 

Finally, Marshall understood that the 
chances of a rational and cohesive rebuilding 
effort would be greatly increased by allowing 
Europeans to retain much control over the 
rebuilding program. The U.S., he said, should 
limit itself to ‘‘friendly aid’’ and advice. The 
Marshall Plan’s four-year timetable also pro-
vided a framework for success. 

Eventually, between 1948 and 1952, the U.S. 
appropriated $13.3 billion dollars—a stag-
gering sum in that day—for the Marshall 
Plan. The money was spent toward greatly 
increasing European productivity and mod-
ernizing factory and transport systems. And 
the Europeans had a hand in formulating a 
workable rebuilding policy. 

The Plan was incredibly successful. West-
ern Europe’s gross national product climbed 
32 percent during the Marshall Plan, and by 
1952 agricultural production and industrial 
output exceeded prewar levels by 11 and 40 
percent, respectively. Through the revived 
economy, Western Europe had been re-inte-
grated into the free world; even as the 
U.S.S.R. dominated Eastern Europe, Western 
Europe would stand for four decades as a bul-
wark against Soviet expansion. Calling him 
a man who ‘‘offered hope to those who des-
perately needed it,’’ TIME named him its 
1947 Man of the Year. And in 1953, Marshall 
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. 

In contrast, the U.N. and U.S.’s post-con-
flict reconstruction experience in Somalia in 
the early 1990s demonstrates the con-
sequences of an incompetent and halfhearted 
approach to nation-building. With the col-
lapse of Mohamed Siad Barre’s regime in 
1991, Somalia plunged into civil war as var-
ious Somali clans engaged in a power strug-
gle. The chaos triggered a great humani-
tarian crisis. Finally, after thousands were 
killed in intense fighting in Mogadishu, a 
U.N.-brokered cease-fire between rival clan 
leaders Mohamed Farah Aidid and Ali Mahdi 
Mohamed was achieved in March of 1992. 

However, the U.N. and U.S.’s response 
afterward showed a disregard for the three 
important strategies of rebuilding. Firstly, 
the U.N. and the U.S. did not accurately as-
sess the Somali situation. The immense hu-
manitarian crisis blinded the international 
actors to the fact that the root problem that 
was afflicting reconciliation was political in 
nature. The initial U.N. and U.S. response in 
Operation Restore Hope sought to be purely 
hunianitarian in nature, when in fact the hu-
manitarian and political situations were 
intertwined. The U.S. Deputy Chief of Mis-
sion to Somalia later wrote, ‘‘The country’s 
entire political and economic systems essen-
tially revolved around plundered food’’ that 
was stolen from the relief effort. Eventually, 
confronted with the deteriorating political 
situation, the U.N. Security Council author-
ized Resolution 794 in December of 1992, 
which allowed U.S. and international troops 
to use ‘‘‘all necessary means’’ to establish ‘‘a 
secure environment for humanitarian relief 
operations in Somalia.’’ Even at this point, 
guaranteeing political stability was seen as 
only a means for providing humanitarian re-
lief, rather than an end in itself. This is a 
fine strategy for saving people’s lives in the 
short-term—in fact, the intervention in So-
malia saved tens of thousands of lives—but it 
is a poor strategy for rebuilding the fabric of 
a nation. 

Secondly, the international community 
was not eager to put forth the significant 
monetary and troop commitment that suc-
cessful nation-building entails. However, re-
ductions in the troop force—from 25,000 to 
4,200 by June of 1993—ultimately proved 
counterproductive. As James Dobbins, who 
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oversaw various postwar reconstruction ef-
forts (including Somalia) while serving Bush 
and Clinton, put it, ‘‘Only when the number 
of stabilization troops has been low in com-
parison to the population have U.S forces 
suffered or inflicted significant casualties.’’ 
The international effort in Somalia was 
strikingly deficient. 

Finally, the Somali mission failed to in-
clude many of the Somali people in rebuild-
ing efforts. The cease-fire efforts attempted 
to treat the conflict as one between two 
major warlords, when there were actually 
many other disaffected people who went 
uninvited to peace talks. In fact, warlord Ali 
Mahdi Mohamed, given stature by his inclu-
sion in the talks, attacked smaller clans the 
day after the U.N. invitation to talks. One 
U.N. advisor wrote that the international 
community’s inability to recognize the im-
portance of representation in Somali politics 
was ‘‘central to nearly every failed peace 
conference.’’ In the end, the concept of an ef-
fective exit strategy for international actors, 
which is designed to focus efforts on goals 
and results, instead degenerated in Somalia 
into a rationale for getting out. 

After a clash between warlord Mohamed 
Farah Aidid and a U.N. force on June 5, 1993, 
and the battle between Aidid and U.S. forces 
on October 3, 1993 that left eighteen soldiers 
dead, Clinton ordered a withdrawal of Amer-
ican troops that was completed by March of 
1994. The final U.N. troops left in February of 
1995 as rival clans continued to fight. As his 
troops prepared to leave Somalia, Pakistani 
brigadier general Saulat Abbas lamented, 
‘‘We’ve been able to save a lot of people from 
hunger, disease. But we’ve not been able to 
contribute anything politically.’’ The na-
tion-building effort had failed. 

The lessons of the Marshall Plan and inter-
national efforts in Somalia are clear. For 
those nations overrun by war, the cessation 
of violence is only a beginning. A careful and 
well-reasoned rebuilding and reconciliation 
effort that is uniquely relevant to the intri-
cacies of each situation is necessary for the 
re-emergence of a strong society that can en-
dure. In addition, international actors such 
as the U.N. and U.S. must truly be com-
mitted to investing all the resources nec-
essary to build an orderly environment. This 
often means going against the prevailing po-
litical winds. Finally, the rebuilding of a na-
tion must involve that nation’s own people 
and provide for their society to eventually 
prosper on its own. With the proper approach 
and commitment in place, post-conflict re-
building efforts can lead to societies that are 
peaceful, stable, and secure.∑ 

f 

WALTER JOHNSON—HALF A 
CENTURY OF SERVICE 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I am 
pleased and honored to salute Walter 
Johnson, the distinguished secretary- 
treasurer of the San Francisco Labor 
Council, AFL–CIO. Walter is retiring 
after nearly two decades in this posi-
tion and more than 50 years of out-
standing service to the labor commu-
nity and the people of the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area. 

Born in North Dakota, Walter John-
son served his country in World War II 
and settled in San Francisco after his 
discharge. He got a job as an appliance 
salesperson at Sears Roebuck and 
joined Local 1100 of the Department 
Store Employees Union. Rising 
through the ranks of the union, he be-
came its business agent in 1957 and was 
elected president a year later. He was 

elected secretary-treasurer in 1964 and 
reelected 11 times. 

Walter was elected secretary-treas-
urer of the labor council in 1985, and 
has held this top post ever since. As 
the leader of more than 80,000 workers 
in 140 local unions and constituency 
groups, Walter Johnson represents the 
face and voice of San Francisco’s labor 
movement. 

He also embodies its heart. Walter’s 
compassion and commitment to social 
justice are legendary. In the 1950s, he 
played a key role in breaking the color 
line by helping the first African Amer-
ican woman secure a position behind 
the counter at Woolworth’s. Over the 
past half century, he has fought for 
workers’ rights at home and in foreign 
lands including China and South 
Korea. A cancer survivor himself, he 
has been a leader in the fight against 
breast cancer. He is also active in his 
church, in promoting sports for chil-
dren, and in the United Way of the Bay 
Area. 

Walter has become a trusted friend 
and adviser to me and to other elected 
officials, but he never lets us forget 
that we work for the people not the 
other way around. Even after he re-
tires, I will still hear Walter’s voice 
and feel him tapping on my shoulder, 
reminding me never to forget the work-
ing men and women I represent. 

After more than 50 years of service, 
even Walter Johnson needs a little 
time off. Along with thousands of his 
friends and admirers throughout the 
Bay Area, I wish him a long and pleas-
urable retirement.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 3:05 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3574. An act to require the mandatory 
expensing of stock options granted to execu-
tive officers, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3936. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the principal office 
of the United States Court of Appeals for 
Veterans Claims to be at any location in the 
Washington, DC, metropolitan area, rather 
than only in the District of Columbia, and 

expressing the sense of Congress that a dedi-
cated Veterans Courthouse and Justice Cen-
ter should be provided for that Court and 
those it serves and should be located, if fea-
sible, at a site owned by the United States 
that is part of or proximate to the Pentagon 
Reservation, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4259. An act to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to improve the financial ac-
countability requirements applicable to the 
Department of Homeland Security, to estab-
lish requirements for the Future Years 
Homeland Security Program of the Depart-
ment, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4816. An act to permit the Librarian of 
Congress to hire Library of Congress Police 
employees. 

H.R. 4850. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2005, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 308. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the members of AMVETS for their 
service to the Nation and supporting the 
goal of AMVETS National Charter Day. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
joint resolution and bill, without 
amendment: 

S.J. Res. 38. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Eli Broad as a citizen re-
gent of the Board of Regents of the Smithso-
nian Institution. 

S. 741. An act to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with regard to new 
animal drugs, and for other purposes. 

At 5:36 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4600. An act to amend section 227 of 
the Communications Act of 1934 to clarify 
the prohibition on junk fax transmissions. 

The message also announced that the 
House agree to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2443) to authorize appropriations for 
the Coast Guard for fiscal year 2004, to 
amend various laws administered by 
the Coast Guard, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 4492. An act to amend the Omnibus 
Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 
1996 to extend the authorization for certain 
national heritage areas, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2694. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for the auto-
matic enrollment of medicaid beneficiaries 
for prescription drug benefits under part D of 
such title, and for other purposes. 

S. 2695. A bill to amend the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to ex-
pand the definition of firefighter to include 
apprentices and trainees, regardless of age or 
duty limitations. 
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MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bills were read the first 
time: 

S. 2704. A bill to amend title XIX and XXI 
of the Social Security Act to provide States 
with the option to cover certain legal immi-
grants under the medicaid and State chil-
dren’s health insurance programs. 

S. 2714. A bill to amend part D of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act, as added by 
the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improve-
ment, and Modernization Act of 2003, to pro-
vide for negotiation of fair prices for Medi-
care prescription drugs. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–8614. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Raytheon Model BAE 125 Series 800A, 800A 
(C–29A0), and 800B Airplanes and Model 
Hawker 800 Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–244’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8615. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model 330-202, 203, 223, and 243 Air-
planes and A330–300 Airplanes Doc. No. 2003– 
NM–183’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 
2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8616. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
McDonnell Douglas Model DC9081 MD82, DC– 
9–83 MD 83, DC 9–87 MD87, and MD 88 Air-
planes Doc. No. 2000–NM–110’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8617. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 737-600, 700, 700C, 800, and 900 
Airplanes Doc. No. 2002–NM–323’’ (RIN2120– 
AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8618. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model A330, A340–200, and A340–300 
Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–111’’ (RIN2120– 
AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8619. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Przedsiediorstwo Doswiadczalno 
Prdoukcykne Szybownictwa ‘‘PZL–Bielsko’’ 
Model SZD–50–3 ‘‘Puchacz’’ Doc. No. 2003–CE– 
66 Doc. No. 2003–CE–66’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8620. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-

tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Alexander Schleicher Model ASW 27 Sail-
planes Doc. No. 2003–CE–53’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8621. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model A318, 319, 320, and 321 Airplanes 
Doc. No. 2004–NM–100’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8622. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
BAE Sytems (Operations) Limited Model 
BAE Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–94’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8623. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model A300 B2 and A300 B4 Airplanes 
Doc. No. 2002–NM–337’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8624. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Raytheon Model BAe 125 Series 800A Includ-
ing C–29A and U–125 Variant and 800 B Air-
planes; and Model Hawker 800 (Including U– 
125A Variant) and 800 XP Airplanes Doc. No. 
2003–NM–216’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8625. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 747–400 and 400F Airplanes 
Equipped With Rolls-Royce Engines Doc. No. 
2003–NM–202’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8626. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Defense and Space Group Model 234 
Helicopters Doc. No. 2004–SW–09’’ (RIN2120– 
AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8627. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Eurocopter France Model EC 130 B4 and AS 
350 B3 Helicopters Doc. No. 2003–SW–29’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8628. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Augusta S.p.A. Model A109E Helicopters Doc. 
No. 2003–SW–32’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8629. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-

tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Fokker Model F28 Mark 0070 Airplanes Doc. 
No. 2002–NM–251’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8630. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Saab Model SAAB SF340A and SAAB 340B 
Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–18’’ (RIN2120– 
AA64) received on July 19 , 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation . 

EC–8631. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model A319 and A320 Airplanes Doc. 
No. 2003–NM–187’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8632. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Saab Model SAAB SF340A and SAAB 340B 
Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–17’’ (RIN2120– 
AA64) received on July 19 , 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation . 

EC–8633. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model CL-600 2B19 (Regional Jet 
Series 100 and 440) Airplanes’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8634. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 747–100, 200B, and 200F Air-
planes Doc. No. 2002–NM–149’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8635. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Empresa Brasilera de Aeronautica S.A. 
(EMBRAER) Model EMB–135 and 145 Air-
planes Doc. No. 2003–NM–104’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8636. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model DHC–8–102, 103, 106, 201, 
202, 301, 311, and 315 Doc. No. 2001–NM–331’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8637. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model DHC–301, 3100, 315 Air-
planes Doc. No. 2002–NM–297’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8638. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
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Boeing Model 747–400 and 400 D Series Air-
planes Doc. No. 2003–NM–126’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8639. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
BAE Systems (operations) Limited (Jet-
stream) Model 4101 Airplanes Doc. No. 2002– 
NM–208’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 
2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8640. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Airbus Model A300 B2 Airplanes Model A300 
B4 Airplanes and Model A300 B4 Airplanes 
and Model A300 B4–600R Variant F, and F4– 
600R (Collectively Called A300–600 Airplanes) 
Doc. No. 2003–NM–53’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8641. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Short Brothers Model SD3–60 SHERPA Air-
planes Doc. No. 2003–NM–200’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8642. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Short Brothers Model SD3–60 Airplanes Doc. 
No. 2003–NM–236’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8643. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Aircraft Equipped with Garmin AT Apollo 
GX Series Global Positioning System (GPS) 
Navigation Units with Software Versions 3.0 
through 3.4 Inclusive Doc. No. 2002–NM–254’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8644. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Empresa Brasilera de Aeronautica S.A. 
(EMBRAER) Model EMB–120 Airplanes Doc. 
No. 2003–NM–65’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8645. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Rolls Royce plc RB211 Trent 875–17, Trent 
877–17, Trent 884–18, Trent 884B–17, Trent 892– 
17, Trent 892B–17, and Trent 895–17 Turbofan 
Engines Doc. No 202–NE–19’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8646. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Augusta S.p.A. Model A109C, A109E, and 
A109K2 Helicopters Doc. No. 2001–SW–15’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8647. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-

tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Short Brothers Model SD3–SHERPA Air-
planes Doc. No. 2003–NM–235’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on July 19, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8648. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Eurocopter Deutschland Model MBB–BK 117, 
A–1, A–3, A–4, B–1, B–2, and C–1 Helicopters 
Doc. No. 2003–SW–38’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8649. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Lycoming Engines (Formerly Textron 
Lycoming) Direct-Drive Reciprocating En-
gines CORRECTION Doc. No. 89–ANE–10’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8650. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; Kimball, NE Doc. No. 04–ACE–31’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8651. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; Scottsbluff, NE Doc. No. 04–ACE–28’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8652. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; Zanesville OH CORRECTION Doc. No. 
03–AGL–14’’ (RIN2120–AA66) received on July 
19, 2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8653. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; CORRECTION Broken Bow, NE Doc. 
No. 04–CE–39’’ (RIN2120–AA66) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8654. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Air-
space; Trinidad, CO CORRECTION Doc. No. 
03–ANM–04’’ (RIN2120–AA66) received on July 
19, 2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8655. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (16) Amendment No. 3099’’ (RIN2120– 
AA65) received on July 19, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8656. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘IFR Altitudes; Miscella-

neous Amendments (16) Amendment No. 449’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8657. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class D 
Airspace; St. Cloud, MN Modification of 
Class E Airspace; St. Cloud, MN Doc. No. 03– 
AGL–21’’ (RIN2120–AA66) received on July 19, 
2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8658. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment to Restricted 
Area 6604; Chincoteague Inlet, VA Doc. No. 
04–AEA–05’’ (RIN2120–AA66) received on July 
19, 2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8659. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Cooperstown, NY Doc. No. 04–AEA– 
04’’ (RIN2120–AA66) received on July 19, 2004; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–8660. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class D and E 
Airspace; Goldsoro, NC Doc. No. 04–ASO–5’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) received on July 19, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–8661. A communication from the 
FMCSA Regulatory Officer, Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal 
Motor Carrier Regulations; Hazardous Mate-
rials Safety Permits’’ (RIN2126–AA07) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8662. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, Maritime Administration, De-
partment, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Maritime Security 
Program’’ (RIN2133–AB62) received on July 
19, 2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–8663. A communication from the Acting 
Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller, 
Department of Defense, a report relative to a 
multiyear procurement for the Tomahawk 
Cruise Missile (Block IV All-Up-Round 
(AUR)) Fiscal Year 2004 through 2008; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–8664. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Energy Information Adminis-
tration, Department of Energy, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to in-
formation for 2003 on the country of origin 
and the sellers of uranium and uranium en-
richment services purchased by owners and 
operators of U.S. civilian nuclear power re-
actors; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

EC–8665. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled the 
‘‘Lowell National Historical Park Boundary 
Adjustment Act’’; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC–8666. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Guidance Regarding Certain Cross Chain 
Transactions’’ (Rev. Rul. 2004–83) received on 
July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Finance. 
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EC–8667. A communication from the Acting 

Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Transfers to Provide for Satisfaction of 
Contested Liabilities’’ (RIN1545–BA90) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–8668. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Application of Section 904 to Income Sub-
ject to Separate Limitations’’ (RIN1545– 
AX88) received on July 19, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–8669. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Applicable Federal Rates—August 2004’’ 
(Rev. Rul. 2004–84) received on July 19, 2004; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–8670. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Bankruptcy Implications on Golden Para-
chute Payments’’ (Rev. Rul. 2004–87) received 
on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–8671. A communication from the Regu-
lations Coordinator, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Partici-
pation on Department of Health and Human 
Services Programs by Religious Organiza-
tions; Providing for Equal Treatment of All 
Department of Health and Human Services 
Program Participants’’ (RIN0991–AB34) re-
ceived on July 19, 2004; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–8672. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the Department’s activities during Calendar 
Year 2003 pursuant to the Equal Credit Op-
portunity Act; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–474. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the Legis-
lature of the State of Louisiana relative to 
income guidelines for senior citizens; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 5 
Whereas, Louisiana’s senior citizens, with 

their wealth of lifetime experiences and 
knowledge, represent a valuable asset to our 
state; and 

Whereas, according to the latest federal de-
cennial census, 108,634 Louisiana citizens age 
sixty or older live at or below the federal 
poverty level; and 

Whereas, only 40,754, less than thirty-eight 
percent, of these low-income senior citizens 
qualified for participation in the federal food 
stamp program at the end of February 2004, 
according to the Louisiana Department of 
Social Services; and 

Whereas, many of these low-income senior 
citizens subsist on fixed incomes or have sup-
plemental security income (SSI) as their 
only source of income; and 

Whereas, many of these low-income senior 
citizens find that, even after being allowed 
certain medical deductions from income, 
their incomes disqualify them from receiving 

assistance through the federal food stamp 
program or qualify them only for a minimal 
amount of assistance; and 

Whereas, as a result, many of these low-in-
come senior citizens find themselves at the 
end of the month without enough money to 
buy food after meeting other monthly ex-
penses: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Louisiana Legislature 
does hereby memorialize the Congress of the 
United States of America to study and con-
sider revising the income guidelines for sen-
ior citizens and reduce them by ten percent 
so that they may participate in or receive 
more assistance through the federal food 
stamp program; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–475. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Senate of the Legislature of the State 
of Louisiana relative to eliminating the 
‘‘new shipper’’ bonding privilege; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 152 
Whereas, antidumping and countervailing 

duties on imports are implemented to pro-
tect domestic fishery, agricultural, and in-
dustrial industries from unfairly subsidized 
imports; and 

Whereas, under the present United States 
antidumping law, a ‘‘new shipper’’ may 
choose to post low-cost bonds on their im-
ports or the full cash deposit as security for 
the amount of duties the United States Cus-
toms and Border Protection may assess 
against the imports; and 

Whereas, many exporters, especially from 
China, are claiming ‘‘new shipper’’ status as 
means of evading the payment of any duties 
on their imports; and 

Whereas, some ‘‘new shippers’’ evade pay-
ment of any duties by defaulting or dis-
solving the company, as shown by the fact 
that in 2003, the United States Customs and 
Border Protection failed to collect on $130 
million in import duties, with over $100 mil-
lion of such uncollected duties from Chinese 
imports; and 

Whereas, the elimination of the option of 
posting a bond over a full cash deposit will 
close the loophole used by ‘‘new shippers’’ to 
avoid the payment of antidumping and coun-
tervailing duties on imports: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to enact legislation eliminating the 
‘‘new shipper’’ bonding privilege; be it fur-
ther 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution 
shall be transmitted to the secretary of the 
United States Senate and clerk of the United 
States House of Representatives, and to each 
member of the Louisiana congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–476. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to emergency supplemental ap-
propriations to strengthen security and in-
crease staffing at United States-Canada bor-
der crossings; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 118 
Whereas, for generations, the friendly, 

shared border of 4,000 miles between our 
country and our Canadian neighbors has 
been a symbol of the blessings of peace. The 
recent terrorist attacks have, however, shat-
tered our sense of security and prompted a 
reexamination of how we can better protect 
ourselves; and 

Whereas, a major component of any new 
strategy must be making a stronger invest-
ment of resources and personnel along our 
northern border, especially at the crossings 
between the United States and Canada. The 
free flow of people and materials crossing 
our northern border every day reflects our 
close economic and cultural ties with Can-
ada. The hard lessons learned on September 
11, 2001, make it clear that greater scrutiny 
must be applied at entry points. The United 
States Customs Service processed 489 million 
passengers in 2000. To monitor this volume of 
traffic effectively, especially in the era of in-
creased terrorist threats we now face, will 
require a far greater allocation of staffing, 
funding, and technology; and 

Whereas, there is widespread agreement 
that the Customs Service and the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service are seriously 
understaffed. This seems to be especially 
true along our Canadian border when com-
pared to efforts along the Mexican frontier. 
Allocating a significant portion of the emer-
gency appropriations the President has 
called for is fundamentally important to our 
national security and the security of our Ca-
nadian neighbors: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize Congress and the President of the 
United States to provide emergency supple-
mental appropriations to strengthen secu-
rity and increase staffing at United States- 
Canadian border crossings; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, and the members 
of the Michigan congressional delegation. 

POM–477. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Senate of the General Assembly of the 
state of Ohio relative to retention and ex-
pansion of all military bases and centers in 
Ohio; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 31 
Whereas, the United States Department of 

Defense is required by law to prepare a list of 
military bases to be closed or realigned for 
the Base Closure and Realignment Commis-
sion by May 16, 2005. The Department has an-
nounced that the 2005 round of closures could 
have an impact as great as the previous four 
rounds combined, closing nearly 100 bases; 
and 

Whereas, the Commission will submit its 
list to the President of the United States by 
September 8, 2005, and, if the President ap-
proves the list, he will forward it to the 
United States Congress by September 23, 
2005. The Congress will either vote on the ap-
proved list, or it will become effective 45 
days after submission; and 

Whereas, Ohio’s military bases and centers 
are critical to our national security and im-
pact the present and future capability of our 
defense force structure nationwide. The state 
of Ohio has always worked on behalf of a 
strong national defense and has a long his-
tory of outstanding community and state 
support of Ohio’s military bases and centers; 
and 

Whereas, Ohio has 38,000 defense jobs with 
a more than $4 billion economic impact on 
our state and local economies, including 
Wright Patterson Air Force Base as the larg-
est single-site employer in Ohio. Thus, sig-
nificant closures or defense job losses during 
the 2005 base realignment and closure proc-
ess would have an extremely detrimental ef-
fect at both the state and local levels: Now 
therefore be it 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
125th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
express our support for retention and expan-
sion of all military bases and centers in Ohio 
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and encourage all local governments to sup-
port the continued operation of those bases 
and centers at full capacity; and be it further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
125th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
urge the Governor’s All-Ohio Task Force to 
Save Defense Jobs to work with commu-
nities, legislators, local officials, and indus-
try and labor leaders to protect any threat-
ened defense bases and centers and urge local 
governments and community, industry, and 
labor leaders to work with the Task Force to 
enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of 
Ohio’s military bases and centers so that the 
Department of Defense will fully appreciate 
the military value of Ohio’s defense con-
tributions and exploit those capabilities by 
moving additional missions to our state, 
thereby strengthening national defense; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the Senate 
transmit copies of this resolution to the 
President of the United States, to the United 
States Secretary of Defense, to the Speaker 
and Clerk of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, to the President Pro Tempore 
and the Secretary of the United States Sen-
ate, to the members of the Ohio Congres-
sional delegation, to the Governor of Ohio, 
and to the news media of Ohio. 

POM–478. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the Legis-
lature of the State of New Hampshire rel-
ative to the posthumous promotion of Colo-
nel Edward Ephraim Cross; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 17 
Whereas, Colonel Edward Ephraim Cross, a 

native of Lancaster, New Hampshire, was 
named a colonel by the governor of New 
Hampshire in 1861 at the outbreak of the 
Civil War and was given command of the 5th 
Regiment, New Hampshire Volunteers; and 

Whereas, Colonel Cross valiantly led his 
regiment through many battles of the Civil 
War, including the battles of Fair Oaks, 
Glendale, Antietam, Chancellorsville, Fred-
ericksburg, and Gettysburg, and was wound-
ed several times; and 

Whereas, prior to Colonel Cross’s untimely 
death after suffering a wound by a sniper at 
the Battle of Gettysburg on July 2, 1863, he 
was informed by his division commander, 
Major General Winfield Scott Hancock, that 
he was to be promoted to brigadier general; 
and 

Whereas, a number of Civil War historians 
and enthusiasts have over the years made re-
quests of New Hampshire’s governor and con-
gressional delegation that Colonel Cross be 
promoted to brigadier general or brevet brig-
adier general: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, the 
Senate concurring: 

That the New Hampshire general court 
finds that Colonel Cross’s record of conduct, 
performance, and devotion to duty reflect his 
allegiance to the highest standards of the 
military profession and that, if not for his 
untimely death at Gettysburg, Colonel Cross 
would have received a promotion to briga-
dier general; and 

That the New Hampshire general court 
urges the governor and the federal govern-
ment to take the procedural steps necessary 
to posthumously promote New Hampshire 
native Colonel Edward Ephraim Cross to the 
rank of brigadier general; and 

That copies of this resolution be sent by 
the house clerk to the governor, the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Vice President 
of the United States, the Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives, and 
the members of the New Hampshire Congres-
sional delegation. 

POM–479. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of Colorado 

relative to Colorado’s reservists and national 
guard members; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 04–1006 
Whereas, our volunteer military is one of 

the best in the world; and 
Whereas, a key to the success of this force 

is its ability to combine active duty troops 
from the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Ma-
rines with the citizen soldiers of the Colo-
rado Reserve and National Guard; and 

Whereas, throughout the history of this 
state Coloradans have contributed commend-
able service to this country, and currently 
Colorado is the proud home of active mili-
tary bases as well as the ‘‘Home of Heroes’’, 
which has produced 5 Congressional Medal of 
Honor winners; and 

Whereas, the War on Terrorism may go on 
for many years and may consist of smaller 
deployments of troops requiring mass sup-
port and rapid response; and 

Whereas, there is a great reliance on our 
Colorado Reserve and National Guard units; 
and 

Whereas, currently there are over 3,000 Col-
orado citizen soldiers who have been called 
up to fight this War on Terrorism both at 
home and abroad; and 

Whereas, these citizen soldiers are our 
friends and neighbors; people who live, work, 
and raise their families here in Colorado; and 

Whereas, these citizen soldiers are stand-
ing in the gap for us, activated to fill an es-
sential need, protecting us both here at 
home and abroad from those who wish us 
harm; and 

Whereas, while these citizen soldiers stand 
in the gap for us in our armed forces, keep-
ing the War on Terrorism away from our 
homes and families, a gap is created in the 
families they leave behind; and 

Whereas, these Colorado Reservists and 
members of the Colorado National Guard are 
often not only spouses, but also parents and 
frequently the primary breadwinners for 
their families; and 

Whereas, the stress and financial difficul-
ties resulting from the gap created by the 
volunteer’s absence adds to the burdens of an 
already worried family; and 

Whereas, while limited emergency relief 
funds do exist to help ease these financial 
burdens, these funds are not enough. It is un-
acceptable for us to stand by and let the bur-
dens that our Reservists, National Guard 
members, and their families face continue to 
mount. It is time for the people of Colorado 
to take action and stand in the gap here at 
home for Colorado’s fighting men and 
women; and 

Whereas, neighbors helping neighbors is a 
Western tradition that is still alive and well 
here in Colorado; and 

Whereas, we, the people of Colorado, must 
do our part to ensure that our fighting forces 
may take comfort in knowing that the entire 
state of Colorado is helping to fill the gap oc-
casioned by their absence from their families 
so that they may focus on protecting us; and 

Whereas, our role as citizens in the War on 
Terrorism is not only to function at a 
heightened state of vigilance throughout our 
daily lives in order to help prevent another 
terrorist attack, but also to ensure that our 
brave Colorado fighting men and women and 
their families are supported financially, 
emotionally, and spiritually; and 

Whereas, currently, no Colorado organiza-
tion exists that allows citizens to help their 
fellow citizen soldiers who serve either in the 
Reserves or National Guard lessen these fi-
nancial burdens; and 

Whereas, recently, The Stand in the Gap 
Project, Inc., was formed as a not-for-profit 
organization under section 501(c)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code to unite leaders and 

citizens in working toward a real, financial, 
and long-term solution for the burdens car-
ried by military families; and 

Whereas, the Stand in the Gap Project, 
Inc., aims to provide a method by which Col-
orado citizens can help by contributing their 
time, treasure, and talent to assist their fel-
low Coloradans who are standing in the gap 
through military service; and 

Whereas, the Stand in the Gap Project, 
Inc., hopes to serve as a catalyst and a focal 
point for other organizations within the 
state to help effectively and efficiently re-
duce the stresses experienced by National 
Guard and Reserve families here in Colorado: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the Sixty-fourth General Assembly of the State 
of Colorado, the Senate concurring herein: 

(1) That we, the members of the Sixty- 
fourth General Assembly, support the efforts 
of The Stand in the Gap Project, Inc., and 
urge our fellow Coloradans to join us in tak-
ing responsibility for our troops and their 
families who struggle to help protect us. 

(2) That we, as Colorado citizen legislators, 
are committed to doing everything humanly 
possible to address this problem and that we 
pledge to stand in the gap for Colorado Re-
servists, National Guard members, and their 
families in our own districts and throughout 
Colorado. 

(3) That we encourage our fellow Colo-
radans to contact The Stand in the Gap 
Project, Inc., at 
www.thestandinthegapproject.org to find out 
how to contribute to this effort, both finan-
cially and through the organization of Stand 
in the Gap events in their own communities. 

(4) That we urge all Coloradans to join in 
this effort and to continue to work to stand 
in the gap for our citizen soldiers until they 
all come safely home; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this joint resolu-
tion be sent to George W. Bush, President of 
the United States; Dick Cheney, Vice Presi-
dent of the United States; Donald H. Rums-
feld, Secretary of Defense; J. Dennis Hastert, 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives; Ted Stevens, President Pro 
Tempore of the United States Senate; the 
members of Colorado’s congressional delega-
tion; The Stand in the Gap Project, Inc.; and 
the local affiliates of the Colorado Reserve 
and National Guard. 

POM–480. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California rel-
ative to military airfares; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 16 
Whereas, many thousands of Californians 

are serving in the United States military in 
stations spread throughout the world; and 

Whereas, many of these men and women 
are in grave danger due to their engagement 
in, or exposure to, combat situations; and 

Whereas, military service often requires 
individuals to be separated from their fami-
lies on short notice for long periods of time 
under stressful conditions; and 

Whereas, it is the patriotic duty of all 
Americans to support the men and women of 
the United States Armed Forces who are de-
fending American interests around the world 
at great personal sacrifice: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla-
ture of the State of California urges all air-
line companies in the United States to per-
manently establish, for active duty military 
personnel, a reduced price airfare equal to, 
or lower than, the lowest airfare offered for 
each ticketed flight, and that the airfare be 
free from time restrictions and fees or pen-
alties for changes; and be it further 
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Resolved, That the Legislature of the State 

of California expresses gratitude to the com-
mercial airline companies currently sup-
porting our active duty military personnel 
through company policies that provide re-
duced airfares, flexible policies, and the use 
of frequent flyer award programs; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Legislature of the State 
of California commends those commercial 
airline companies that support their employ-
ees who participate in National Guard and 
Military Reserve duty and are on leave from 
those companies for military duty; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
transmit copies of this resolution to the 
President of the United States, to all Mem-
bers of the Congress of the United States, to 
the Chair of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, and to the chief executive’ officer of 
every airline company in the United States. 

POM–481. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to funding for the dredging of 
canals around the city of Gibraltar; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 234 
Whereas, the city of Gibraltar in Wayne 

County is a unique community, with more 
than five miles of canals bisecting the city 
and its four islands of residences. These pub-
lic transportation routes include access to 
public and private facilities, including boat 
ramps and marinas. Thousands of people use 
the canals each year; and 

Whereas, with no dredging of the Gibraltar 
canals since the late 1950s, the use of the ca-
nals is today significantly threatened by the 
buildup of sediment throughout the system. 
Boating traffic is hampered by the buildup. 
The task of dealing with the Gibraltar canals 
is made more complex by the results of test-
ing that has identified contamination in the 
sediment. This fact will greatly increase the 
costs of dredging and disposal of the sedi-
ment; and 

Whereas, the costs of dredging the canals 
is far beyond the resources available within 
the community of Gibraltar, and the canals 
are available to and used by many more peo-
ple than residents of Gibraltar. This work 
clearly needs to be completed. The Gibraltar 
canals are notable components of the Detroit 
River system, and maintaining the quality of 
the canals is work that is strongly related to 
the quality of this vital part of our water 
transportation network. It is essential that 
necessary resources be directed to this task: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize the Congress of the United States to 
provide funding for the dredging of canals 
around the city of Gibraltar; and be it fur-
ther 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–482. A concurrent memorial adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the Legis-
lature of the State of Arizona relative to re-
sponsibility for surface transportation pol-
icy; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT MEMORIAL NO. 2003 
Whereas, the motoring public in this state 

pays a federal fuel tax of 18.4 cents per gal-
lon, and Congress has recently considered 
raising that tax by 5.4 cents per gallon, an 
increase of nearly one-third, with ongoing 
increases by indexation thereafter; and 

Whereas, for nearly half a century the fed-
eral fuel tax has supported the Federal High-
way Administration, which was formed in 
1956 to build the interstate highway system 
and which successfully completed that mis-
sion by the mid-1980s; and 

Whereas, most of the transportation prob-
lems that confront travelers today are local 
or regional, and state and local governments 
can respond to them more effectively than 
distant bureaucracies; and 

Whereas, a growing share of the federal 
fuel tax is diverted to purposes other than 
highways and roads, including urban mass 
transit, ferry boats, commuter rails, historic 
renovation, hiking trails, landscaping, cov-
ered bridges, scenic byways and Appalachian 
redevelopment, which benefit narrow yet in-
fluential constituencies at the expense of the 
motoring public; and 

Whereas, the federal government often 
threatens to withhold a state’s share of fed-
eral highway money in order to force the 
state to comply with a variety of federal 
mandates, including clean air and safety 
standards, law enforcement and union con-
tracts; and 

Whereas, the federal management of high-
way funding results in a subsidy to wealthier 
states and slower growing states at the ex-
pense of less affluent states and fast growing 
states with greater transportation needs; 
and 

Whereas, ‘‘turnback’’ legislation that 
would give each state full control of the fed-
eral fuel tax revenues collected by that state 
has been proposed in several past sessions of 
Congress and has again been introduced as 
H.R. 3113, the Transportation Empowerment 
Act. 

Wherefore your memorialist, the House of 
Representatives of the State of Arizona, the 
Senate concurring, prays: 

1. That the Congress of the United States 
enact legislation that would return to the 
states full responsibility to formulate and 
implement their own surface transportation 
priorities by allowing each state to retain 
the revenues from the federal tax on fuel 
that is sold within its borders. 

2. That the Secretary of State of the State 
of Arizona transmit copies of this Memorial 
to the President of the United States, the 
President of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
of each state’s legislature and each Member 
of Congress from the State of Arizona. 

POM–483. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Illinois 
relative to the cost of motor fuel; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 102 
Whereas, the price of gasoline has reached 

an average $1.70 per gallon nationwide; and 
Whereas, the price of gasoline continues to 

climb, to the extent that some experts have 
predicted prices of $2.50 per gallon in the 
near future: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Senate of the Ninety-Third 
General Assembly of the State of Illinois, That 
we call upon the United States Congress to 
investigate and determine why the cost of 
motor fuel is so high and climbing; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That suitable copies of this reso-
lution be delivered to the President pro tem-
pore of the U.S. Senate, the Speaker of the 
U.S. House of Representatives, and each 
member of the Illinois congressional delega-
tion. 

POM–484. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of Parma of the State of 

Ohio relative to the No Oil Producing and 
Exporting Cartels Act of 2004 (NOPEC); to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

POM–485. A concurrent memorial adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the Legis-
lature of the State of Arizona relative to 
Luke Air Force Base and Yuma Army Prov-
ing Ground; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT MEMORIAL NO. 2011 
Whereas, the State of Arizona, its local 

governments and its people recognize the 
vital role Arizona’s Barry M. Goldwater 
Range and other military facilities play in 
ensuring our military’s unparalleled train-
ing, combat readiness and air superiority in 
protecting American freedom; and 

Whereas, Luke Air Force Base has oper-
ated continuously since 1951 as a top rate 
pilot training facility, plays a vital role in 
our nation’s military superiority, is the 
home of the largest fighter wing in the 
United States Air Force, trains all F–16 pi-
lots and crew chiefs for the United States 
Air Force and is strategically located within 
fifty miles of the Barry M. Goldwater Range; 
and 

Whereas, in 1951 Luke Air Force Base and 
its related auxiliary fields was located in an 
unurbanized, agricultural portion of the 
Phoenix metropolitan area, but is now with-
in one of the fastest growing counties and 
municipal areas in the Nation and State of 
Arizona, which has exacerbated the chal-
lenges caused by urbanization in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area; and 

Whereas, the preservation of Luke Air 
Force Base is an issue of national, state and 
local concern; and 

Whereas, the State of Arizona, local com-
munities and landowners surrounding Luke 
Air Force Base and its related auxiliary 
fields have made substantial strides in pre-
serving the mission of Luke Air Force Base 
and those efforts have been held as a model 
around the Nation for military facilities 
preservation; and 

Whereas, the preservation efforts have 
placed a considerably disproportionate bur-
den on the surrounding landowners of pro-
tecting a vital national defense asset; and 

Whereas, despite the efforts Luke Air 
Force Base and its related auxiliary fields 
continue to face the increasing challenges 
caused by considerable growth; and 

Whereas, additional land use restrictions 
surrounding Luke Air Force Base and its re-
lated auxiliary fields are impractical to im-
plement without imposing an even greater 
and disproportionate burden on the land-
owners, many of whom’s families have owned 
and farmed the surrounding lands before the 
presence of Luke Air Force Base; and 

Whereas, the federal government has ex-
traordinary landholdings in Arizona and the 
best long-term public policy solution for the 
preservation of Luke Air Force Base and its 
related auxiliary fields is a voluntary land 
exchange between the United States Bureau 
of Land Management and the owners of the 
vacant land and farm land within the high 
noise or accident potential :ones surrounding 
Luke Air Force Base and its related auxil-
iary fields; and 

Whereas, the United States Army Yuma 
Proving Ground was established in 1942 and 
has continuously operated as a multipurpose 
training and testing facility able to test 
nearly every weapon system in the ground 
combat arsenal; and 

Whereas, at one thousand three hundred 
square miles, Yuma Army Proving Ground 
has the size to allow Army weapon systems 
to fully exercise their capabilities, and to 
continue testing advanced systems capable 
of reaching greater distances requiring a 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8547 July 21, 2004 
larger footprint without endangering the 
public; and 

Whereas, Yuma Army Proving Ground is a 
national and international testing site for 
innovations in security, surveillance and 
weaponry systems; and 

Whereas, Yuma Army Proving Ground is 
the United States Army’s center for desert 
natural environment testing and its climate, 
terrain and excellent range facilities make 
almost perfect testing and training condi-
tions; and 

Whereas, in the last ten years, Yuma Army 
Proving Ground has become a key location 
for training operations for all services be-
cause of the similarity of its terrain and cli-
mate to the Middle East; and 

Whereas, the mission of Yuma Army Prov-
ing Ground is an issue of national, state and 
local concern; and 

Whereas, there remains within the bound-
aries of the Yuma Army Proving Ground 
testing and training ranges many parcels of 
property owned by both private land owners 
and the State of Arizona; and 

Whereas, these privately and publicly 
owned lands within the boundaries of the 
Yuma Army Proving Ground testing and 
training ranges are a safety concern and 
compromise the overal1 mission and safety 
of the base; and 

Whereas, the federal government has vast 
land holdings in the vicinity of Yuma Army 
Proving Ground and the best long term pol-
icy solution for the preservation of the 
Yuma Army Proving Grounds is a voluntary 
exchange of land between the United States 
Bureau of Land Management and the owners 
of private property, and between the Bureau 
of Land Management and the State of Ari-
zona for the property that is located within 
the boundaries of the testing and training 
ranges; and 

Whereas, such land exchanges would other-
wise compromise the overall safety establish 
protections needed to eliminate the chal-
lenges caused by growth, pressures. 

Wherefore your memorialist, the House of 
Representatives of the State of Arizona, the 
Senate concurring, prays: 

1. That the United States Congress, 
through statutory authority, authorize the 
United States Bureau of Land Management 
to prepare and execute a land trade of equi-
table value between the United States and 
the landowners of vacant land and farm land 
within the high noise or accident potential 
zones of Luke Air Force Base and its related 
auxiliary fields. 

2. That the United States Congress, 
through statutory authority, authorize the 
United States Bureau of Land Management 
to prepare and execute a land trade between 
the United States and the private property 
owners and between the United States and 
the State of Arizona for land outside the 
boundaries of the Yuma Army Proving 
Ground testing and training ranges. 

3. That the Secretary of State of the State 
of Arizona transmit copies of this Memorial 
to the President of the United States Senate, 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives and each Member of Con-
gress from the State of Arizona. 

POM–486. A resolution adopted by the Cali-
fornia State Lands Commission relative to 
the federal moratorium on oil and gas leas-
ing off the California Coast; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM–487. A resolution adopted by the Cali-
fornia State Lands Commission relative to 
the Commission on Ocean Policy and the 
Pew Oceans Commission report; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM–488. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the House Representa-
tives of the Legislature of the State of Lou-

isiana relative to water-related environ-
mental infrastructure and resource develop-
ment and protection projects in Louisiana; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 61 
Whereas, during Fiscal Year 2000, the 

United States Congress appropriated the sum 
of twenty-five million dollars through Sec-
tion 592 of the Water Resources Development 
Act for the establishment of water-related 
environmental infrastructure and resource 
protection and development projects in the 
state of Mississippi; and 

Whereas, it has been indicated that con-
gress is now considering the allocation of ad-
ditional Section 592 funds to the state of 
Mississippi; and 

Whereas, the state of Louisiana is experi-
encing water-related environmental prob-
lems, such as the depletion of portions of the 
Sparta and Chicot Aquifers and the contami-
nation of available water supplies by effluent 
from wastewater treatment plants; and 

Whereas, the public interest is served by 
utilizing federal funds to establish programs 
in the state of Louisiana to provide water-re-
lated environmental infrastructure and re-
source development and protection projects, 
including but not limited to wastewater 
treatment and related facilities, elimination 
or control of combined sewer overflows, 
water supply and related facilities, environ-
mental restoration, and surface water re-
source protection and development: There-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Louisiana Legislature 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to appropriate funds for design and 
construction assistance for water-related en-
vironmental infrastructure and resource de-
velopment and protection projects in Lou-
isiana; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–489. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the Legis-
lature of the State of Louisiana relative to 
Mississippi River Gulf Outlet; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 68 
Whereas, the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet 

(MRGO), a seventy-mile long manmade navi-
gation channel which connects the Gulf of 
Mexico to the Port of New Orleans was au-
thorized by the United States Congress in 
1956 to be six hundred fifty feet wide at the 
surface, five hundred feet at the bottom, and 
to have a guaranteed channel depth of thir-
ty-six feet; and 

Whereas, initial expectations were that the 
channel would create a regional economic 
boom in the short term due to construction 
jobs, but also in the long term due to the in-
dustrial development associated with the 
commerce that would come to the area 
through the shipping concerns; and 

Whereas, the impact of the MRGO on the 
surrounding parishes has been more loss 
than boom—loss of nearly three thousand 
five hundred acres of fresh and intermediate 
marsh, loss of over ten thousand acres of 
brackish marsh, loss of over four thousand 
acres of saline marsh, loss of nearly fifteen 
hundred acres of cypress swamps and forest; 
and 

Whereas, although the channel was author-
ized for only six hundred fifty feet across and 
thirty-six feet deep, today the channel is 
more than twenty-two hundred feet across, 
and the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers has routinely dredged the channel to 

over forty feet deep to accommodate bigger 
ships than were authorized by the United 
States Congress at an average cost of more 
than twenty-two million dollars; and 

Whereas, the loss of marsh and land has 
put the surrounding area at much greater 
risk for more frequent and more drastic tidal 
surges and more prolonged flooding as a re-
sult of tropical storms and hurricanes, with 
the severity getting worse as there is greater 
and greater loss; and 

Whereas, the loss of marsh habitat has al-
tered the ecosystem throughout the basin re-
sulting in the loss of habitat for more than 
six hundred fifty thousand fur-bearing ani-
mals and similar losses to waterfowl, a 
movement from a dominant white shrimp 
fishery toward a dominant brown shrimp 
fishery, and the movement of oyster produc-
tion farther and farther inland with the 
movement inland of the saltwater line, all of 
which alters the economic foundation for the 
region; and 

Whereas, in addition to the alterations 
caused in the fishery and wildlife dependent 
enterprises, there are impacts on the every-
day lives of the people who live in the area— 
impacts which are being felt by a signifi-
cantly larger population that must live with 
the threat of storm-driven flood surge, which 
will cause death and destroy personal prop-
erty, both land and homes, and their commu-
nities through the loss of schools, libraries, 
public facilities including water purification 
plants and sewerage treatment plants; and 

Whereas, also in danger of destruction due 
to the loss of land caused by the MRGO are 
major oil refineries and miles of pipelines, a 
sugar refinery, gas condensate recovery 
plants, and manufacturing plants which to-
gether can be valued in excess of three hun-
dred billion dollars with a work force of 
nearly fifty thousand people at a time when 
the state is desperately seeking economic de-
velopment opportunities; and 

Whereas, as long ago as the 1960s it was be-
coming apparent that the anticipated eco-
nomic benefits were not likely to mate-
rialize, and St. Bernard Parish officials 
began to call attention to the environmental 
impacts and damages to the point where by 
the 1980s the MRGO began to be termed an 
‘‘environmental nightmare’’; and 

Whereas, in 1993 the Lake Pontchartrain 
Basin Foundation first called for the closure 
of the MRGO because of its environmental 
impact throughout the Pontchartrain Basin, 
and this was followed in 1998 by the ‘‘Coast 
2050 Plan’’, adopted by the Department of 
Natural Resources, including its rec-
ommendation for closure of the MRGO; and 

Whereas, in 1999, a MRGO task force con-
vened by the Environmental Protection 
Agency at the request of Congressman Tau-
zin also recommended closure of the channel; 
and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
has authorized the construction of a new 
lock on the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal 
which will serve to provide access to ocean 
going vessels which are now using the 
MRGO; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
has failed to provide full funding capability 
for the lock project and thereby delayed its 
completion: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of Louisiana, 
That the United States Congress and the 
Louisiana Congressional Delegation are 
hereby memorialized to authorize the full 
funding capability of the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers for the Inner Har-
bor Navigation Canal lock project; be it fur-
ther 

Resolved by the Legislature of Louisiana, 
That the time for study and recommendation 
has passed and that the United States Con-
gress, the Louisiana Congressional Delega-
tion, and the United States Army Corps of 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8548 July 21, 2004 
Engineers are hereby memorialized to 
promptly close the Mississippi River Gulf 
Outlet in the manner contemplated by the 
Coast 2050 Plan; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
forwarded to the United States Congress, the 
Louisiana Congressional Delegation, and the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

POM–490. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Senate of the Legislature of the State 
of Louisiana relative to a hurricane evacu-
ation route in Louisiana Mississippi; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 20 
Whereas, every hurricane season raises the 

prospect and threat of a hurricane hitting 
southeastern Louisiana from such a direc-
tion as to wreak enormous flooding, loss of 
life, and other devastation; and 

Whereas, Louisiana’s hurricane evacuation 
routes are growing increasingly vulnerable 
to coastal storm surge and flooding, and 
measures need to be taken as soon as pos-
sible to ensure the safe navigation of the 
residents inland; and 

Whereas, due to the large population in the 
southern part of Louisiana and vulnerability 
to the destruction of property and businesses 
due to hurricanes and tropical storms, the 
development of a hurricane evacuation route 
is necessary for the protection and safe evac-
uation of the residents of south Louisiana; 
and 

Whereas, the proposed evacuation route 
would offer a four-lane route from New Orle-
ans, Louisiana along Highway 25 to the Mis-
sissippi state line, and continue along Mis-
sissippi Highway 27 to Crystal Springs, Mis-
sissippi to intersect with Interstate 55; and 

Whereas, additionally, the proposed evacu-
ation route should include a four-lane route 
from Paris Road, which is also known as 
Louisiana Highway 47, and connect in New 
Orleans into the proposed four-lane evacu-
ation route from New Orleans, Louisiana to 
the Mississippi state line; and 

Whereas, since Highway 25 and Highway 47 
are already designated as evacuation routes, 
each of the proposed four-lanes would be-
come a critical element to move thousands 
of people from New Orleans and the North 
Shore to safe areas northward: therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to appropriate and expedite funding 
for the development of a hurricane evacu-
ation route in Louisiana and Mississippi; be 
it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the secretary of the United 
States Senate and the clerk of the United 
States House of Representatives and to each 
member of the Louisiana delegation to the 
United States Congress. 

POM–491. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to ownership of mineral rights 
and surface rights on state and federal lands 
in Michigan; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 171 
Whereas, State-owned land in Michigan 

amounts to approximately 12 percent of the 
acreage, and the federal government man-
ages another 8 percent of Michigan’s surface 
area. This large percentage of state and fed-
eral land ownership is especially significant 
in the situations in which ownership of min-
eral rights is not consistent with the owner-
ship of the surface rights; and 

Whereas, the degree to which the rights to 
minerals do not align with rights to the sur-
face of the land is cause for considerable liti-

gation and frustration in Michigan. This 
frustration is felt by citizen groups, energy 
companies, local units of government, and 
all consumers of gas and oil; and 

Whereas, the state of Michigan has juris-
diction over both mineral and surface rights 
on 3.8 million acres of land and mineral 
rights alone on another 2.1 million acres. 
Maps showing ownership of property in 
Michigan reflect a crazy quilt of ownership. 
The common situation of surface land owner-
ship differing from ownership of the mineral 
rights below presents many problems to our 
state. This nonalignment of ownership 
makes it difficult to protect land from devel-
opment and difficult to develop to extract 
the energy that our society needs. Instead, 
expensive and minimally productive litiga-
tion can be the result; and 

Whereas, it would be far more productive 
for the state and federal governments to 
work together to do all possible to minimize 
conflicts in ownership between surface rights 
and mineral rights: now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize the Congress of the United States, the 
Department of Interior, the Bureau of Land 
Management, the National Forest Service, 
and the Department of Energy to work with 
Michigan officials to exchange property to 
align the ownership of mineral rights and 
surface rights on state and federal lands in 
Michigan and to express our intent to take 
actions to achieve this goal; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the mem-
bers of the Michigan congressional delega-
tion, the Bureau of Land Management, the 
Department of Interior, the National Forest 
Service, and the Department of Energy. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Ms. COLLINS for the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

*Neil McPhie, of Virginia, to be Chairman 
of the Merit Systems Protection Board. 

*Barbara J. Sapin, of Maryland, to be a 
Member of the Merit Systems Protection 
Board for the term of seven years expiring 
March 1, 2007. 

By Mr. ROBERTS for the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. 

*Larry C. Kindsvater, of Virginia, to be 
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence for 
Community Management. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. AKAKA, and Mrs. CLIN-
TON): 

S. 2701. A bill to provide incentives for the 
sharing of homeland security information, 
promote the development of an information 
sharing network, provide grants and other 
support to achieve communications inter-
operability, and establish an Office of Infor-

mation Sharing, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. LOTT): 

S. 2702. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to repeal the re-
quirement that persons making disburse-
ments for electioneering communications 
file reports on such disbursements with the 
Federal Election Commission and the prohi-
bition against the making of disbursements 
for electioneering communications by cor-
porations and labor organizations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 
S. 2703. A bill to provide for the correction 

of a certain John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier 
Resources System map; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. GRAHAM of Florida: 
S. 2704. A bill to amend title XIX and XXI 

of the Social Security Act to provide States 
with the option to cover certain legal immi-
grants under the medicaid and State chil-
dren’s health insurance programs; read the 
first time. 

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself and Mr. 
DEWINE): 

S. 2705. A bill to provide assistance to 
Sudan, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Ms. 
SNOWE, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2706. A bill to establish kinship navi-
gator programs, to establish kinship guard-
ianship assistance payments for children, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. 2707. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to recognize the services 
of respiratory therapists under the plan of 
care for home health services; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 
S. 2708. A bill to develop the National 

Strategy for Homeland Security, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH: 
S. 2709. A bill to provide for the reforest-

ation of appropriate forest cover on forest 
land derived from the public domain, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. FRIST): 

S. 2710. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to improve the quality and effi-
ciency of health care delivery through im-
provements in health care information tech-
nology, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
S. 2711. A bill to establish a National Wind-

storm Impact Reduction Program; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. BOND, Ms. MIKULSKI, and 
Mr. SHELBY): 

S. 2712. A bill to preserve the ability of the 
Federal Housing Administration to insure 
mortgages under sections 238 and 519 of the 
National Housing Act; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S. 2713. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise the amount of min-
imum allotments under the Projects for As-
sistance in Transition from Homelessness 
program; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. DASCHLE: 
S. 2714. A bill to amend part D of title 

XVIII of the Social Security Act, as added by 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8549 July 21, 2004 
the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improve-
ment, and Modernization Act of 2003, to pro-
vide for negotiation of fair prices for Medi-
care prescription drugs; read the first time. 

By Mr. COLEMAN: 
S. 2715. A bill to improve access to grad-

uate schools in the United States for inter-
national students and scholars; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. GRAHAM of South Caro-
lina, Mr. LEAHY, and Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. Res. 413. A resolution encouraging 
States to consider adopting comprehensive 
legislation to combat human trafficking and 
slavery and recognizing the many efforts 
made to combat human trafficking and slav-
ery; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. GRAHAM of South Caro-
lina, Mr. LEAHY, and Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. Res. 414. A resolution encouraging 
States to consider adopting comprehensive 
legislation to combat human trafficking and 
slavery and recognizing the many efforts 
made to combat human trafficking and slav-
ery; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and 
Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. Con. Res. 129. A concurrent resolution 
encouraging the International Olympic Com-
mittee to select New York City as the site of 
the 2012 Olympic Games; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
DEWINE): 

S. Con. Res. 130. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress that the Su-
preme Court of the United States should act 
expeditiously to resolve the confusion and 
inconsistency in the Federal criminal justice 
system caused by its decision in Blakely v. 
Washington, and for other purposes; consid-
ered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 1223 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1223, a bill to increase the 
number of well-trained mental health 
service professionals (including those 
based in schools) providing clinical 
mental health care to children and ado-
lescents, and for other purposes. 

S. 1368 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS), the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. CONRAD), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BOND), the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) and the Senator 
from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1368, a bill to au-
thorize the President to award a gold 
medal on behalf of the Congress to Rev-
erend Doctor Martin Luther King, Jr. 
(posthumously) and his widow Coretta 
Scott King in recognition of their con-
tributions to the Nation on behalf of 
the civil rights movement. 

S. 1840 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1840, a bill to amend the Food 
Security Act of 1985 to encourage own-
ers and operations of privately-held 
farm and ranch land to voluntarily 
make their land available for access by 
the public under programs adminis-
tered by States. 

S. 1888 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1888, a bill to halt Saudi sup-
port for institutions that fund, train, 
incite, encourage, or in any other way 
aid and abet terrorism, and to secure 
full Saudi cooperation in the investiga-
tion of terrorist incidents. 

S. 2077 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2077, a bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to permit addi-
tional States to enter into long-term 
care partnerships under the Medicaid 
Program in order to promote the use of 
long-term care insurance. 

S. 2158 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2158, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to increase the supply of 
pancreatic islet cells for research, and 
to provide for better coordination of 
Federal efforts and information on 
islet cell transplantation. 

S. 2199 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2199, a bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to make grants to improve the 
ability of State and local governments 
to prevent the abduction of children by 
family members, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2202 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2202, a bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to give district courts of 
the United States jurisdiction over 
competing State custody determina-
tions, and for other purposes. 

S. 2283 

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2283, a bill to extend Fed-
eral funding for operation of State high 
risk health insurance pools. 

S. 2352 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2352, a bill to prevent the 
slaughter of horses in and from the 
United States for human consumption 
by prohibiting the slaughter of horses 
for human consumption and by prohib-

iting the trade and transport of horse-
flesh and live horses intended for 
human consumption, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2395 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2395, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the cen-
tenary of the bestowal of the Nobel 
Peace Prize on President Theodore 
Roosevelt, and for other purposes. 

S. 2437 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2437, a bill to amend the 
Help America Vote Act of 2002 to re-
quire a voter-verified permanent record 
or hardcopy under title III of such Act, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2515 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2515, a bill to establish the In-
spector General for Intelligence, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 2519 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2519, a bill to authorize assist-
ance for education and health care for 
women and children in Iraq during the 
reconstruction of Iraq and thereafter, 
to authorize assistance for the en-
hancement of political participation, 
economic empowerment, civil society, 
and personal security for women in 
Iraq, to state the sense of Congress on 
the preservation and protection of the 
human rights of women and children in 
Iraq, and for other purposes. 

S. 2526 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-
BIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 2526, 
a bill to reauthorize the Children’s 
Hospitals Graduate Medical Education 
Program. 

S. 2566 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2566, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to phase 
out the 24-month waiting period for 
disabled individuals to become eligible 
for medicare benefits, to eliminate the 
waiting period for individuals with life- 
threatening conditions, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2568 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2568, a bill to 
require the Secretary of the Treasury 
to mint coins in commemoration of the 
tercentenary of the birth of Benjamin 
Franklin, and for other purposes. 

S. 2603 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
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STEVENS) and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. LOTT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2603, a bill to amend sec-
tion 227 of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 227) relating to the pro-
hibition on junk fax transmissions. 

S. 2659 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2659, a bill to extend the tem-
porary increase in payments under the 
medicare program for home health 
services furnished in a rural area. 

S.J. RES. 41 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 41, a joint resolution com-
memorating the opening of the Na-
tional Museum of the American Indian. 

S. CON. RES. 8 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Con. Res. 8, a concurrent resolu-
tion designating the second week in 
May each year as ‘‘National Visiting 
Nurse Association Week’’. 

S. CON. RES. 33 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. DAYTON), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) and the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) were added as cosponsors of 
S. Con. Res. 33, a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress re-
garding scleroderma. 

S. CON. RES. 110 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 110, a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress in sup-
port of the ongoing work of the Organi-
zation for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (OSCE) in combating anti-Sem-
itism, racism, xenophobia, discrimina-
tion, intolerance, and related violence. 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Con. Res. 110, supra. 

S. CON. RES. 124 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 124, a concur-
rent resolution declaring genocide in 
Darfur, Sudan. 

At the request of Mr. CORZINE, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were added 
as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 124, supra. 

S. RES. 223 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 223, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the life and 
achievements of Antonio Meucci 
should be recognized, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. RES. 311 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 

(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 311, a resolution calling 
on the Government of the Socialist Re-
public of Vietnam to immediately and 
unconditionally release Father 
Thadeus Nguyen Van Ly, and for other 
purposes. 

S. RES. 318 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. SARBANES) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 318, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that a 
postage stamp should be issued in com-
memoration of Diwali, a festival cele-
brated by people of Indian origin. 

S. RES. 389 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 

names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) and the Senator from 
Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Res. 389, a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate with 
respect to prostate cancer information. 

S. RES. 398 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from Wy-
oming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) were added as cosponsors of S. 
Res. 398, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on promoting ini-
tiatives to develop an HIV vaccine. 

S. RES. 401 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. NELSON) and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. 
EDWARDS) were added as cosponsors of 
S. Res. 401, a resolution designating 
the week of November 7 through No-
vember 13, 2004, as ‘‘National Veterans 
Awareness Week’’ to emphasize the 
need to develop educational programs 
regarding the contributions of veterans 
to the country. 

S. RES. 408 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM), the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. TALENT), the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. NELSON) and 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 408, 
a resolution supporting the construc-
tion by Israel of a security fence to 
prevent Palestinian terrorist attacks, 
condemning the decision of the Inter-
national Court of Justice on the legal-
ity of the security fence, and urging no 
further action by the United Nations to 
delay or prevent the construction of 
the security fence. 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) and the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 408, 
supra. 

S. RES. 409 
At the request of Mr. BAYH, the 

names of the Senator from New Jersey 

(Mr. CORZINE), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Ms. CANTWELL), the Senator 
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the 
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX), 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. NEL-
SON), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. CARPER) and the Senator 
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 409, a 
resolution encouraging increased in-
volvement in service activities to as-
sist senior citizens. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. AKAKA, and 
Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. 2701. A bill to provide incentives 
for the sharing of homeland security 
information, promote the development 
of an information sharing network, 
provide grants and other support to 
achieve communications interoper-
ability, and establish an Office of Infor-
mation Sharing, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I rise today with Senator COLLINS to 
introduce legislation that would pro-
mote the sharing of homeland security 
information across all levels of our 
Government, and to provide funding 
and support necessary to enable our 
first responders to communicate better 
with one another than they are able to 
do now during a terrorist attack. 

I am delighted that the chairman of 
the Governmental Affairs Committee, 
Senator COLLINS, is my lead cosponsor 
on this legislation, and that another 
member of the committee, Senator 
AKAKA, is a cosponsor, as is Senator 
CLINTON. 

One of the most painful and enduring 
lessons we should have learned from 
the September 11 attacks is that infor-
mation about terrorist activities must 
be shared among Federal and other 
agencies to protect the American peo-
ple’s security. Unfortunately, almost 3 
years after the attacks we have still 
not seen the kind of improvement and 
information sharing at all levels we 
need to have. 

The widely respected, nonpartisan 
Markle Foundation, in alliance with 
the Brookings Institution and the Cen-
ter for Strategic and International 
Studies, has looked at this problem at 
length and concluded that an entirely 
new approach is needed to the sharing 
of security information. 

According to the Markle Foundation, 
the cold war paradigm that strictly 
limited access to information is simply 
ill-suited to the challenges we face 
today in an age of terrorism. Sharing 
information among relevant law en-
forcement agencies and other public 
agencies is vital to protecting our peo-
ple’s security precisely because we can-
not predict from which direction the 
first signs of potential attack will 
come as we pretty much could during 
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the cold war. Yet the Federal Govern-
ment has still developed neither a com-
prehensive strategy nor actual policies 
to change the 50-year-old cold war par-
adigm. We have to catch up quickly to 
win the war on terrorism. 

Equally troubling is that too many 
first responders still lack, believe it or 
not, the basic ability to talk to one an-
other when responding to emergencies, 
including, of course, a terrorist attack, 
because their equipment does not com-
municate directly. We use a com-
plicated term called ‘‘interoperability’’ 
to describe this situation. 

One of the most painful parts of the 
September 11 attacks in New York was 
the loss of more than 300 New York 
City firefighters and other law enforce-
ment personnel who perished inside the 
collapsing Twin Towers of the World 
Trade Center. The look-backs at that 
day, probably including the one we will 
hear tomorrow from the September 11 
Commission, lead a lot of people to 
conclude that we lost a lot of New 
York’s finest—firefighters, police offi-
cers, other public servants—because 
they could not communicate with one 
another on the equipment they had. 
That is no longer acceptable. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today addresses those challenges. 
First, we authorize $3.3 billion over 5 
years to provide reliable and consistent 
funding to help law enforcement agen-
cies around the country find solutions 
to this so-called interoperability prob-
lem. We create an Office of Information 
Sharing within the Department of 
Homeland Security to develop and im-
plement a national strategy to achieve 
that goal. It simply is outrageous that 
those who are in uniform every day to 
protect our security cannot commu-
nicate with one another in a time of 
emergency because we have not given 
them good enough equipment to do 
that. 

Second, our legislation would require 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in 
conjunction with the intelligence com-
munity and other Federal agencies, to 
establish a broad information exchange 
network modeled after the Markle 
Foundation recommendations which 
would break out of the cold war para-
digm and allow full sharing of security 
information. 

Third, our legislation requires imple-
mentation of performance measures 
and genuine incentives to encourage 
employees to implement the changes 
that are necessary. 

As part of the continuing fight to 
keep America safe from terrorism, the 
test of our generation, all the cultural, 
technological, and administrative bar-
riers that impede the flow of critically 
important homeland security informa-
tion among different levels of Govern-
ment and among agencies at the same 
level simply must be broken down. 
That requires an act of will and leader-
ship, and then it requires funding. It is 
not going to come cheaply, but secu-
rity of the American people never does 
come cheaply. We have the best mili-

tary in the history of the world be-
cause we have invested in it. We are 
only going to have the best security at 
home from terrorism if we invest with 
similar generosity. 

A nonpartisan task force of the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations recommended 
that the Nation spend double what 
Senator COLLINS and I are proposing in 
this bill to ensure dependable inter-
operable communications. What we are 
asking seems like a lot of money, but 
it is half of what an independent group 
thinks is necessary to protect our Na-
tion. This legislation will help us de-
velop a new structure, a new paradigm 
of information sharing to guarantee 
that first responders and preventers 
can communicate effectively with one 
another and with other governmental 
agencies when they respond to ter-
rorist attacks or any other emer-
gencies that threaten the safety or 
well-being of people throughout our 
country. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that text of the legislation 
Senator COLLINS and I are introducing 
today be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2701 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Homeland 
Security Interagency and Interjurisdictional 
Information Sharing Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) The effective use of information is es-

sential to the Nation’s efforts to protect the 
homeland. Information that may prove im-
portant to those efforts, however, is often 
widely dispersed and may be uncovered or 
held by any of a number of Federal agencies, 
by 50 States or by the Nation’s 650,000 local 
law enforcement officers who form the front 
lines of the war against terrorism, among 
others. Finding ways to share this informa-
tion in an efficient and timely manner with 
those who need it is central to both pre-
venting and responding to potential terrorist 
attacks on our Nation. 

(2) Current approaches to information 
sharing are woefully inadequate and largely 
ad hoc. State and local officials frequently 
report that they do not receive adequate 
homeland security information from Federal 
officials, nor is there a consistent, easy way 
for State and local officials to effectively 
provide homeland security information in 
their possession to Federal officials. Federal 
agencies have often not shared information 
even with other Federal agencies, and State 
and local governments have few formalized 
means to share information with other 
States and localities. 

(3) There are a number of barriers, both 
structural and cultural, to the more effective 
sharing of homeland security information in-
cluding— 

(A) a lingering cold war paradigm that em-
phasizes information security and maintain-
ing strict limits on access to information; 

(B) mistrust among historically rival agen-
cies and between Federal and State officials; 
and 

(C) few incentives to reward Government 
employees who share information outside 
their agencies. 

(4) A further barrier to information shar-
ing among police, firefighters and others who 
may be called on to respond to terrorist at-
tacks and other large-scale emergencies is 
the lack of interoperable communications 
systems, which can enable public safety 
agencies to communicate and share impor-
tant, sometimes critical, information in an 
emergency. 

(5) A new approach to the sharing of home-
land security information (a new ‘‘informa-
tion architecture’’) is urgently needed to 
overcome these barriers and to meet the 
homeland security needs of the Nation. One 
useful model for such a network is the Sys-
temwide Homeland Analysis and Resource 
Exchange Network (SHARE) proposed by the 
Markle Foundation in reports issued in Octo-
ber 2002 and December 2003. Like the envi-
sioned SHARE Network, a new approach, to 
be successful, must be comprehensive, en-
compassing the many participants, at many 
levels of government, who strive to protect 
the homeland, and the system should be 
largely decentralized, permitting partici-
pants throughout the system to exchange in-
formation directly in a timely and effective 
matter without having to go through a cen-
tral hub. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 

means the Secretary of Homeland Security. 
(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 

means the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

(3) HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMATION.—The 
term ‘‘homeland security information’’ 
means information relevant to, or of poten-
tial use in, the prevention of, preparation 
for, or response to, terrorist attacks upon 
the United States. 

(4) NETWORK.—The term ‘‘Network’’ means 
the Homeland Security Information Sharing 
Network established under section 4. 
SEC. 4. HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMATION 

SHARING NETWORK. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a Homeland Security Information 
Sharing Network. 

(2) FUNCTIONS.—The Network shall— 
(A) to the maximum extent possible, con-

sistent with national security requirements 
and the protection of civil liberties, foster 
the sharing of homeland security informa-
tion— 

(i) among offices and divisions within the 
Department; 

(ii) between the Department and other 
Federal agencies; 

(iii) between the Department and State, 
local, and tribal governments; 

(iv) among State, local, and tribal govern-
ments; and 

(B) provide for the analysis of homeland se-
curity information obtained or made avail-
able through the Network. 

(b) COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENTS.—In devel-
oping the Network, the Secretary shall work 
with representatives of other governmental 
entities that possess homeland security in-
formation or will otherwise participate in 
the network, including the Intelligence Com-
munity, the Department of Justice and Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, and 
State, local government and tribal officials. 

(c) REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-

mit status reports on the development and 
implementation of the Network to— 

(A) the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate; 

(B) the Select Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives; and 

(C) the Committee on Government Reform 
of the House of Representatives. 
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(2) CONTENTS.—The status reports shall in-

clude— 
(A) a detailed description of the work com-

pleted to date with attached relevant docu-
ments produced in the development of the 
Network, including documents describing 
the strategy for the Network and the Net-
work’s design or architecture; and 

(B) a detailed timetable and implementa-
tion plan for remaining work. 

(3) SUBMISSION.—Status reports under this 
subsection shall be submitted— 

(A) not later than 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act; 

(B) not later than 12 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act; and 

(C) at 1-year intervals thereafter. 
SEC. 5. HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMATION CO-

ORDINATING COUNCIL. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Homeland Security 

Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘TITLE XVIII—HOMELAND SECURITY 
INFORMATION COORDINATING COUNCIL 

‘‘SEC. 1801. HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMATION 
COORDINATING COUNCIL. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘homeland security information’ means in-
formation relevant to, or of potential use in, 
the prevention of, preparation for, or re-
sponse to, terrorist attacks upon the United 
States. 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordi-

nation with the Attorney General, the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and other Fed-
eral departments and agencies in possession 
of homeland security information, as identi-
fied by the President, shall establish the 
Homeland Security Information Coordi-
nating Council (in this section referred to as 
the ‘Coordinating Council’). 

‘‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The Coordinating Coun-
cil shall be composed of— 

‘‘(A) a representative of the Department; 
‘‘(B) a representative of the Department of 

Justice; 
‘‘(C) a representative of the Central Intel-

ligence Agency; 
‘‘(D) a representative of the Department of 

Health and Human Services; 
‘‘(E) a representative of any other Federal 

department or agency in possession of home-
land security information, as identified by 
the President; and 

‘‘(F) not fewer than 2 representatives of 
State and local governments, to be selected 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Coordinating 
Council shall— 

‘‘(A) develop, monitor, and update proce-
dures and protocols for sharing homeland se-
curity information among Federal depart-
ments and agencies; 

‘‘(B) develop, monitor, and update proce-
dures and protocols for sharing homeland se-
curity information with State and local gov-
ernments so as to minimize the difficulties 
of State and local governments in receiving 
information that may reside in multiple de-
partments or agencies; 

‘‘(C) establish a dispute resolution process 
to resolve disagreements among departments 
and agencies about whether particular home-
land security information should be shared 
and in what manner; 

‘‘(D) review, on an ongoing basis, current 
issues related to homeland security informa-
tion sharing among Federal departments and 
agencies and between those departments and 
agencies and State and local governments; 

‘‘(E) where appropriate, promote the com-
patibility and accessibility of technology, in-
cluding computer hardware and software, 
used by Federal departments and agencies to 
facilitate the sharing of homeland security 
information; and 

‘‘(F) ensure that there is coordination— 
‘‘(i) among Federal departments and agen-

cies that maintain homeland security infor-
mation; 

‘‘(ii) multi-organization entities that 
maintain homeland security information, in-
cluding the Terrorist Threat Integration 
Center and Joint Terrorism Task Forces; and 

‘‘(iii) the Homeland Security Information 
Network, in actions and policies relating to 
the sharing of homeland security informa-
tion. 

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATION.—The Department 
shall provide administrative support to the 
Coordinating Council, which shall include— 

‘‘(1) scheduling meetings; 
‘‘(2) preparing agenda; 
‘‘(3) maintaining minutes and records; and 
‘‘(4) producing reports. 
‘‘(d) CHAIRPERSON.—The Secretary shall 

designate a chairperson of the Coordinating 
Council. 

‘‘(e) MEETINGS.—The Coordinating Council 
shall meet— 

‘‘(1) at the call of the Secretary; or 
‘‘(2) not less frequently than once a 

month.’’. 
(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENT.—The table of contents in section 1(b) 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 101 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

TITLE XVIII—HOMELAND SECURITY 
INFORMATION COORDINATING COUNCIL 

‘‘Sec. 1801. Homeland Security Information 
Coordinating Council.’’. 

SEC. 6. INCENTIVES TO PROMOTE SHARING OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMA-
TION. 

(a) AGENCY PERFORMANCE MEASURES.— 
(1) PERFORMANCE PLAN.—Consistent with 

the requirements of section 1115 of title 5, 
United States Code, the Secretary shall pre-
pare an annual performance plan that estab-
lishes measurable goals and objectives for in-
formation sharing between the Department 
and other appropriate entities in Federal, 
State, local, and tribal governments. The 
plans shall identify action steps necessary to 
achieve such goals. 

(2) PERFORMANCE REPORT.—Consistent with 
the requirements of section 1116 of title 5, 
United States Code, the Secretary shall pre-
pare and submit to Congress an annual re-
port including an evaluation of the extent 
the Department’s information sharing goals 
and objectives were met. The report shall in-
clude the results achieved during the year 
relative to the goals established in the pre-
vious year’s performance plan. 

(3) PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall incorporate the performance 
measures in the performance plan required 
under paragraph (1) into the Department’s 
performance appraisal system. These per-
formance measures shall be used in evalu-
ating the performance of appropriate man-
agers and employees. If appropriate, deter-
minations for performance awards, bonuses, 
achievement awards, and other incentives 
for Departmental managers and employees 
shall include consideration of these perform-
ance measures. 

(b) INCENTIVES PROGRAMS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 45 of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—AWARDS TO PROMOTE 

HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMATION 
SHARING 

‘‘§ 4521. Awards to promote homeland secu-
rity information sharing 
‘‘(a) In this section— 
‘‘(1) the terms ‘agency’ and ‘employee’ 

have the meanings given under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of section 4501, respectively; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘homeland security informa-
tion’ means information relevant to, or of 
potential use in, the prevention of, prepara-
tion for, or response to, terrorist attacks 
upon the United States. 

‘‘(b)(1) The head of an agency may pay a 
cash award to, grant time-off without charge 
to leave or loss of pay, or incur necessary ex-
pense for the honorary recognition of, an em-
ployee who— 

‘‘(A) develops and implements innovative 
policies, practices, procedures, or tech-
nologies to foster appropriate sharing of 
homeland security information with other 
agencies and with State, local, and tribal 
governments; and 

‘‘(B) through such innovations, achieves 
measurable results. 

‘‘(2) A cash award under this section may 
not exceed the greater of— 

‘‘(A) $10,000; or 
‘‘(B) 20 percent of the basic pay of the em-

ployee. 
‘‘(3) A cash award may not be paid under 

this section to an individual who is ap-
pointed to, or who holds— 

‘‘(A) a position to which an individual is 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate; 

‘‘(B) a position in the Senior Executive 
Service as a noncareer appointee (as such 
term is defined under section 3132(a); or 

‘‘(C) a position which has been excepted 
from the competitive service by reason of its 
confidential, policy-determining, policy- 
making, or policy-advocating character. 

‘‘(4) Consistent with paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3), the Secretary of Homeland Security shall 
establish an awards program specifically de-
signed to recognize and reward employees 
(including managers) of the Department of 
Homeland Security. An employee of the De-
partment of Homeland Security may not re-
ceive an award under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(5) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this section, and annually for 5 
years thereafter, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security shall submit to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate, the Se-
lect Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives a report detailing the im-
plementation of programs under this section, 
including— 

‘‘(A) the number of managers and employ-
ees recognized; 

‘‘(B) the type of recognition given; 
‘‘(C) the number and dollar amount of 

awards paid to individuals holding positions 
within each pay grade, pay level or other pay 
classification; 

‘‘(D) the relationship between awards 
under this program and other incentive or 
awards programs; and 

‘‘(E) the extent to which the program is as-
sisting in overcoming cultural and other bar-
riers to sharing homeland security informa-
tion.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 45 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—AWARDS TO PRO-
MOTE HOMELAND SECURITY INFORMA-
TION SHARING 

‘‘4521. Awards to promote homeland security 
information sharing.’’. 

SEC. 7. OFFICE OF INFORMATION SHARING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Homeland Security 

Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended 
by adding after section 801 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 802. OFFICE OF INFORMATION SHARING. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(1) COMMUNICATIONS INTEROPERABILITY.— 
The term ‘communications interoperability’ 
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means the ability of public safety service 
and support providers, including law enforce-
ment, firefighters, and emergency manage-
ment, to communicate with other responding 
agencies and Federal agencies if necessary, 
through information technology systems and 
radio communications systems, and to ex-
change voice, data, or video with one an-
other on demand, in real time, as necessary. 

‘‘(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the Office of Information 
Sharing. 

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘eligible 
State’ means a State that— 

‘‘(A) has submitted a plan under subsection 
(d)(3); and 

‘‘(B) the Secretary determines has not 
achieved adequate statewide communica-
tions interoperability. 

‘‘(4) OFFICE.—The term ‘Office’ means the 
Office of Information Sharing established 
under subsection (b). 

‘‘(5) PUBLIC SAFETY AGENCIES.—The term 
‘public safety agencies’ means law enforce-
ment, firefighters, emergency technicians, 
public health officials, and such other per-
sons that the Secretary determines must 
communicate effectively with one another to 
respond to emergencies. 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 

Office of Information Sharing within the Of-
fice for State and Local Government Coordi-
nation and Preparedness, which shall be 
headed by a Director of Information Sharing 
appointed by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall 
provide the Office with the resources and 
staff necessary to carry out the purposes of 
this section, including sufficient staff to pro-
vide support to each State, consistent with 
the responsibilities set forth in paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘(3) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Office estab-
lished under paragraph (1) shall— 

‘‘(A) foster the sharing of homeland secu-
rity information among State and local gov-
ernments and public safety agencies, and re-
gional consortia thereof, and between these 
entities and the Federal Government by— 

‘‘(i) facilitating the creation of regional 
task forces with representation from State 
and local governments and public safety 
agencies and from the Federal Government 
to address information sharing needs; and 

‘‘(ii) facilitating the establishment of 24- 
hour operations centers in each State to pro-
vide a hub for Federal and State and local 
government intelligence and public safety 
agencies to share information; 

‘‘(B) foster the development of interoper-
able communications systems by State and 
local governments and public safety agen-
cies, and by regional consortia thereof, by— 

‘‘(i) developing and implementing a na-
tional strategy to achieve communications 
interoperability; 

‘‘(ii) developing and maintaining a task 
force that represents the broad customer 
base of State and local governments, public 
safety agencies, as well as Federal agencies, 
involved in public safety disciplines such as 
law enforcement, firefighting, public health, 
and disaster recovery, in order to receive 
input and coordinate efforts to achieve com-
munications interoperability; 

‘‘(iii) promoting a greater understanding of 
the importance of interoperability among all 
levels of Federal, State and local govern-
ment; 

‘‘(iv) facilitating collaborative planning 
and partnerships among Federal, State, and 
local government agencies in all States 
where necessary; 

‘‘(v) facilitating the sharing of information 
on best practices for achieving interoper-
ability; 

‘‘(vi) identifying and working to overcome 
the cultural, political, institutional, and ge-
ographic barriers within the public safety 
community that can impede interoperability 
among public safety agencies, including 
among Federal agencies; 

‘‘(vii) developing appropriate performance 
measures and systematically measuring the 
Nation’s progress toward interoperability; 

‘‘(viii) coordinating with other offices in 
the Department and other Federal agencies 
providing grants for communications inter-
operability or for other equipment and train-
ing necessary to prevent, respond to, or re-
cover from terrorist attacks, including the 
development of common guidance for such 
grants and consistent technical advice; and 

‘‘(ix) making recommendations to Con-
gress about any changes in Federal law nec-
essary to remove barriers to achieving com-
munications interoperability; 

‘‘(C) provide technical assistance to State 
and local governments and public safety 
agencies, and regional consortia thereof, on 
the design of regional information sharing 
networks and technology needed to support 
such governments, agencies, and consortia; 

‘‘(D) provide technical assistance to State 
and local governments and public safety 
agencies, and regional consortia thereof, on 
planning, interoperability architectures, ac-
quisition strategies, and other functions nec-
essary to achieve communications interoper-
ability; 

‘‘(E) in conjunction with the Directorate 
for Science and Technology— 

‘‘(i) provide research, development, test-
ing, and evaluation for public safety commu-
nications technologies and equipment; 

‘‘(ii) evaluate and validate new technology 
concepts, and promote the deployment of ad-
vanced broadband communications tech-
nologies; and 

‘‘(iii) encourage the development of flexi-
ble and open architectures and standards, 
with appropriate levels of security, for short- 
and long-term solutions to interoperability; 
and 

‘‘(F) in coordination with State and local 
governments, develop a system for collecting 
and distributing best practices in homeland 
security. 

‘‘(c) BASELINE ASSESSMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Director, shall conduct a nation-
wide assessment to determine the degree to 
which communications interoperability has 
been achieved to date and to ascertain the 
needs that remain for interoperability to be 
achieved. 

‘‘(2) REPORTS.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall submit to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate, the Select Committee on Homeland 
Security of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committee on Government Reform 
of the House of Representatives— 

‘‘(A) not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this section, a report of the 
findings of the assessment required by sub-
section (c); and 

‘‘(B) not later than 18 months after the 
date of enactment of this section, a plan for 
achieving all necessary communications 
interoperability throughout the Nation. 

‘‘(d) PREPAREDNESS GRANT PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through 

the Office, shall make grants to— 
‘‘(A) eligible States for initiatives nec-

essary to achieve interoperability within 
each State, including— 

‘‘(i) statewide communications planning; 
‘‘(ii) system design and engineering; 
‘‘(iii) procurement and installation of 

equipment; 
‘‘(iv) operations and maintenance of equip-

ment; and 

‘‘(v) testing and technology development 
initiatives; and 

‘‘(B) local governments (including a con-
sortium of local governments), and public 
safety agencies within eligible States, to as-
sist with any aspect of the communications 
life-cycle, including— 

‘‘(i) planning, system design, and engineer-
ing; 

‘‘(ii) procurement and installation of 
equipment; 

‘‘(iii) operations and maintenance of equip-
ment; and 

‘‘(iv) testing and technology development. 
‘‘(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall 

ensure that the Office coordinates its activi-
ties with other entities of the Department 
and other Federal entities so that grants 
awarded under this subsection, and other 
grant programs related to homeland secu-
rity, fulfill the purposes of this Act and fa-
cilitate the achievement of communications 
interoperability nationally. 

‘‘(3) ELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(A) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—To be eligible 

to receive a grant under this subsection, 
each eligible State, or local governments or 
public safety agencies within an eligible 
State, shall submit a communications inter-
operability plan to the Secretary that— 

‘‘(i) addresses any aspect of the commu-
nications life cycle, including planning, sys-
tem design and engineering, procurement 
and installation, operations and mainte-
nance, and testing and technology develop-
ment; 

‘‘(ii) if the applicant is not a State, in-
cludes a description of how the applicant ad-
dresses the goals specified in any applicable 
State plan or plans submitted under this sec-
tion; and 

‘‘(iii) is approved by the Secretary. 
‘‘(B) INCORPORATION AND CONSISTENCY.—A 

plan submitted under subparagraph (A) may 
be part of, and shall be consistent with, any 
other homeland security plans required of 
the submitting party by the Department. 

‘‘(4) AWARD OF GRANTS.— 
‘‘(A) CONSIDERATIONS.—In approving plans 

and awarding grants under this subsection, 
the Secretary shall consider— 

‘‘(i) the nature of the threat to the eligible 
State or local jurisdiction; 

‘‘(ii) the location, risk, or vulnerability of 
critical infrastructure and key national as-
sets; 

‘‘(iii) the number, as well as the density, of 
persons who will be served by interoperable 
communications systems; 

‘‘(iv) the extent of the partnerships, exist-
ing or planned, established between local ju-
risdictions and agencies participating in the 
development of interoperable communica-
tions systems, and their coordination with 
Federal and State agencies; 

‘‘(v) the extent to which the communica-
tions interoperability plan submitted under 
paragraph (3) adequately addresses steps nec-
essary to implement short-term or long-term 
solutions to communications interoper-
ability; 

‘‘(vi) the extent to which eligible States 
and local governments, in light of their fi-
nancial capability, demonstrate their com-
mitment to expeditiously achieving commu-
nications interoperability by supplementing 
Federal funds with non-Federal funds; 

‘‘(vii) the extent to which grants will expe-
dite the achievement of interoperability in 
the relevant jurisdiction with Federal, State, 
and local agencies; and 

‘‘(viii) the extent to which grants will be 
utilized to implement advanced communica-
tions technologies to promote interoper-
ability. 

‘‘(B) COORDINATION.—To the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the Secretary shall ensure 
that any grant made under this subsection is 
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coordinated with neighboring jurisdictions, 
contiguous local governments, and within 
State and regional entities. 

‘‘(C) LOCAL FUNDING.—If the Secretary 
makes grants awards to States, the Sec-
retary shall— 

‘‘(i) make it a priority to ensure that fund-
ing or resources reach local governments; 
and 

‘‘(ii) require applicants to demonstrate 
how such funding will reach local govern-
ments. 

‘‘(D) ALLOCATION.—In awarding grants 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
ensure that— 

‘‘(i) not less than .75 percent of the total 
amount appropriated for grants in any fiscal 
year shall be awarded, subject to clause (ii), 
to each eligible State, including the District 
of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puer-
to Rico; and 

‘‘(ii) not less than .25 percent of the total 
amount appropriated for grants in any fiscal 
year shall be awarded to the territories of 
the United States, including American 
Samoa, the Commonwealth of Northern Mar-
iana Islands, Guam, and the United States 
Virgin Islands. 

‘‘(E) PROCESS.—In awarding grants under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall, to the 
maximum extent practical, employ a peer re-
view process such as that used to review ap-
plications awarded under the Assistance to 
Firefighters Grant Program. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated $75,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2005 through 2008, and such sums as are 
necessary each fiscal year thereafter, for the 
operations of the Office, and for other enti-
ties within the Department whose activities 
facilitate the purposes of this section and 
the Homeland Security Interoperability Act 
of 2004. 

‘‘(2) PREPAREDNESS GRANT PROGRAM.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the grant program under sub-
section (d)— 

‘‘(A) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(B) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(C) $600,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; 
‘‘(D) $800,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(E) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; and 
‘‘(F) such sums as are necessary each fiscal 

year thereafter.’’. 
(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENT.—The table of contents in section 1(b) 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 101) is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 801 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘801. Office for State and Local Government 

Coordination and Preparedness. 
‘‘802. Office of Information Sharing.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
am very pleased to join my good friend, 
the Senator from Connecticut, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, in introducing legislation that 
will strengthen our capabilities to pre-
vent and respond to acts of terrorism. 
The bill we are introducing will im-
prove communications among the var-
ious levels of Government and will as-
sist our State and local first responders 
in upgrading their communications 
equipment. I thank Senator LIEBERMAN 
and his staff for their efforts in putting 
together this very important legisla-
tion and for working with me to make 
this bill a bipartisan effort. 

In the immediate aftermath of Sep-
tember 11, the phrase ‘‘connect the 
dots’’ gained a prominent place in our 

national lexicon. The agencies charged 
with intelligence gathering, analysis, 
and enforcement did not have struc-
tures in place that would have enabled 
them to effectively share information 
and coordinate responses. The dots 
were there, but our intelligence and 
law enforcement personnel were, in far 
too many cases, unable to connect 
them. 

The heroism of our first responders 
on September 11 will never be forgot-
ten. Their devotion to duty, their cour-
age, and their training saved a great 
many lives that terrible day. Yet we 
now know that the lack of a unified 
command structure, the uneven and in 
some cases outright absence of inter-
departmental coordination and incom-
patible communications equipment 
may have prevented them from saving 
even more lives, and it cost many first 
responders their own lives. 

Throughout the Nation on that day, 
there was another problem. False re-
ports of car bombings and other ter-
rorist acts spread quickly, over-
whelming the immediate efforts and 
response, preventing a full comprehen-
sion of what had actually occurred, and 
causing needless fear. Our frontline ci-
vilian and military agencies struggled 
to improvise a defense against an at-
tack of unknown nature and scope. As 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff told the 9/11 Commission: 

We fought many phantoms that day. 

The enemy we are fighting is no 
phantom. It is real, and it is deadly. 
From the agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment down to the State and local 
levels, we have dedicated personnel 
who can defeat that enemy. We must 
enable them to work together more ef-
fectively in this great cause. We cannot 
expect them to connect the dots if so 
many dots are hidden from view. 

Although the Department of Home-
land Security has made remarkable 
progress in forging cohesive strategies, 
State and local officials still tell Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN and they still tell me 
that they have difficulty in obtaining 
needed information from Federal agen-
cies and that they lack a reliable way 
to convey their own information to 
Federal officials. 

Turf battles, unfortunately, are still 
being fought among some agencies. 
There still is no effective system in 
place for State and local governments 
to share information with one another. 

From computer systems to emer-
gency radios, the technology that 
should allow these different levels of 
government to communicate with each 
other too often is silenced by incom-
patibility. Clearly, the barrier to a 
truly unified effort against terrorism is 
a matter of both culture and equip-
ment. This legislation will help break 
down that barrier. 

A General Accounting Office report 
on interoperable communications re-
leased last week notes that the lives of 
first responders and those they are try-
ing to assist can be lost when first re-
sponders cannot communicate effec-

tively. That is the crux of the matter 
that the Lieberman-Collins bill seeks 
to address. A substantial barrier to ef-
fective communications, according to 
the GAO, is the use of incompatible 
wireless equipment by many agencies 
and levels of government when they 
are responding to a major emergency. 

Among the GAO recommendations 
are that Federal grants be used to en-
courage States to develop and imple-
ment plans to improve interoperable 
communications and that the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security needs to 
establish a long-term program to co-
ordinate these same communications 
upgrades throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment. Our legislation would do 
much to implement these sensible rec-
ommendations. 

It is vitally important that we assist 
the States in getting the right commu-
nications technology into the hands of 
their first responders. That would be 
accomplished by the interoperability 
grant program in this legislation. I be-
lieve that grant program is the most 
important feature of our legislation. 

At a homeland security conference 
held in my home State of Maine in 
May, one of the most persistent mes-
sages that I heard from Maine’s first 
responders concerned the lack of com-
patibility in communications equip-
ment. It remains a substantial impedi-
ment to their ability to respond effec-
tively in the event of a terrorist at-
tack. For a State like mine that has 
three deepwater cargo ports, two inter-
national airports, key defense installa-
tions, hundreds of miles of coastline, 
and a long international border, com-
patible communications equipment is 
essential. Yet it remains an illusive 
goal. 

Maine’s firefighters, police officers, 
and emergency medical personnel do 
an amazing job in providing aid when a 
neighboring town is in need. Fires, 
floods, and accidents are local matters 
in which they have great expertise and 
experience. Their defense of the front 
lines in the war against terrorism, 
however, is a national matter. Maine’s 
first responders, along with first re-
sponders across the country, are doing 
their part, but they need and deserve 
Federal help. 

The grant program established by 
our bill would guarantee every State a 
share of interoperability funding and 
makes additional funding available for 
States with special needs and 
vulnerabilities. It is designed to get 
this vital funding to first responders 
quickly, in coordination with a state-
wide plan. 

At that Maine conference, I was 
joined by Under Secretary Asa Hutch-
inson. He, perhaps, best described the 
mutual responsibilities of this Federal- 
State partnership when he said: 

We cannot secure the homeland of America 
from Washington, D.C. 

In other words, we have to rely on 
State and local officials and on our 
first responders. 

There is no question, however, that 
the security of the homeland requires 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:18 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S21JY4.REC S21JY4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8555 July 21, 2004 
the involvement, leadership, and exper-
tise of Washington, DC, and, yes, it 
also requires our financial commit-
ment. 

As Senator LIEBERMAN mentioned, a 
recent study by the Council on Foreign 
Relations estimates the total cost of 
nationwide communications compat-
ibility at $6.8 billion. Our legislation 
authorizes $3.3 billion over 5 years. 
That is a reasonable and necessary con-
tribution by the Federal Government 
to this important partnership. 

The legislation will also help to fos-
ter a culture of information sharing 
through all levels of government and 
across all boundaries. 

It directs the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to establish a homeland secu-
rity information-sharing network that 
will expedite the gathering, analysis, 
and distribution of information that is 
relevant to preventing or responding to 
terrorism anywhere in the Nation. The 
council established by this legislation 
will bring together representatives 
from all the relevant Federal agencies, 
and from State and local governments 
as well, to develop, monitor, and up-
date procedures to enhance informa-
tion sharing. 

This bill would make an important 
contribution to the security of our Na-
tion and the safety of our people. It 
would help us clear the barriers that 
now prevent agencies at all levels of 
government from cooperating and com-
municating to the fullest extent, 
whether those barriers are due to a 
lack of coordination or whether they 
are due to technology and incompatible 
equipment. 

At the risk of piling one cliché on top 
of another, it is apparent to me that in 
order to connect the dots, we must 
think outside the box. Our enemy is 
cunning and remorseless. We must be 
clever and resourceful. This legislation 
is designed to foster innovative think-
ing by rewarding it, through a program 
that provides cash awards or other 
forms of recognition to agency employ-
ees who solve a homeland security 
problem. We already use pay-for-per-
formance awards to recognize Federal 
employees who devise ways to deliver 
Government services more effectively 
and efficiently. We certainly can do the 
same for employees who think up ways 
to make our country safer. 

The new Office of Information Shar-
ing this legislation would establish in 
the Department of Homeland Security 
will continue the substantial progress 
being made by addressing specific 
issues related to improving cooperation 
among the various levels of govern-
ment. A key element of improved co-
operation will be getting technology, 
computer systems and communications 
equipment in particular, to work 
across the frontiers of government 
agencies. 

The security of our Nation and the 
safety of our people require that we 
clear the barriers that prevent agencies 
at all levels of government from co-
operating and communicating to the 

fullest extent. There is an additional 
reason why this is important. 

Effective information-sharing is the 
best way in which we can protect our-
selves from harm as we protect the 
civil liberties we cherish. We need bor-
ders that are closed to our enemies, but 
that remain open to our friends. We 
need to be able to travel safely, but 
also freely. We need to be able to pro-
tect ourselves against threats from 
abroad, but we also need to engage in 
open and vigorous trade. The greatest 
threats to these freedoms are the fear, 
suspicion and doubt that come from 
not knowing as much as we can about 
the enemy and from having the best, 
most coordinated defense possible. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation to build a 
better and stronger homeland security 
partnership. 

I hope the legislation that Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I have introduced will 
enjoy widespread support. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues Senators 
LIEBERMAN and COLLINS in introducing 
the Homeland Security Interagency 
and Interjurisdictional Information 
Sharing Act of 2004, a piece of legisla-
tion critical to improving the commu-
nication capabilities of first responders 
and among all levels of government. 

One of the most important lessons 
our Nation learned on September 11 is 
that information sharing, both between 
agencies and levels of government and 
between emergency first responders, is 
critical to the prevention of and re-
sponse to a terrorist attack on our 
homeland. There has been much talk 
about breaking down stove pipes and 
fully equipping our heroic first re-
sponders in the past 3 years, but this 
bill points out those goals have not yet 
been met. 

The world watched as firefighters 
perished in the World Trade Center be-
cause their radios could not function 
inside the buildings and they did not 
have updated information about the 
imminent collapse of the towers. Ten 
months later it was reported that offi-
cers responding to a shooting at Los 
Angeles International Airport missed 
crucial information because they were 
not using the same radio frequency. 

Yet almost all cities and counties in 
the United States still lack an inter-
operable communications system 
today and many still lack the infra-
structure to provide 100 percent cov-
erage for the radio systems they do 
have. In my home State of Hawaii, first 
responders are unable to communicate 
through radios in 25 percent of the is-
land of Hawaii because of a combina-
tion of lack of infrastructure and di-
verse geography. 

This problem can be solved, but it 
will require a commitment of not only 
funding but planning, communication 
and cooperation. The current 
SAFECOM initiative, which is sup-
posed to address the interoperability 
problem, has failed in most, if not all, 
of these areas. While this issue clearly 

cannot be solved by one agency alone, 
the cross-government nature of 
SAFECOM crippled the program from 
the start. SAFECOM is supposed to be 
funded by multiple agencies meaning 
that if one agency is not in agreement 
with the others it can withhold funding 
and slow or stop activities. This for-
mula has proven ineffective. 

The Homeland Security Interagency 
and Interjurisdictional Information 
Sharing Act will address these issues. 
The bill creates an Office of Informa-
tion Sharing within the Department of 
Homeland Security to develop and im-
plement a national strategy and pro-
vide the leadership, outreach, and tech-
nical assistance necessary to achieve 
interoperability. The new office would 
receive a direct line of funding for its 
operations as well as to provide grants 
to States and localities to develop 
interoperable networks. 

The bill would also require the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to develop 
a Homeland Security Information 
Sharing Network. The problem of in-
formational stove piping will not be 
eradicated with ad hoc measures as is 
the practice today. The administration 
must institutionalize a system of shar-
ing critical homeland security infor-
mation among all levels of govern-
ment. We are no longer in a ‘‘need to 
know’’ world. We must switch to a 
‘‘need to share’’ mentality. 

Three years is too long for the les-
sons of September 11 to not be imple-
mented. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important piece of legislation 
and I thank Senators LIEBERMAN and 
COLLINS for their work on this issue. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. 
LOTT): 

S. 2702. A bill to amend the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to repeal 
the requirement that persons making 
disbursements for electioneering com-
munications file reports on such dis-
bursements with the Federal Election 
Commission and the prohibition 
against the making of disbursements 
for electioneering communications by 
corporations and labor organizations, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the First 
Amendment Restoration Act of 2004, a 
companion bill to H.R. 3801, which was 
introduced earlier this year in the 
House by my former colleague, Con-
gressman Roscoe Bartlett. In the last 
few years, we’ve seen some remarkable 
restrictions placed on the ability of or-
ganizations to exercise their first 
amendment rights with respect to cam-
paign contributions. One particular ex-
ample is the Bipartisan Campaign Re-
form Act of 2002, or BCRA, which con-
tains some provisions that have always 
troubled me. Although in McConnell v. 
FEC, the Supreme Court upheld 
BCRA’s restrictions as constitutional, 
this is not the first time that I’ve dis-
agreed with the Court’s conclusions on 
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what kind of conduct I think is or is 
not constitutionally protected. 

Specifically, I am concerned with the 
provisions of BCRA that limit the ways 
in which some organizations can con-
tribute funds within certain time 
frames before an election. Under 
BCRA, labor unions and corporations, 
which include trade associations and 
interest groups as diverse as the ACLU 
and the NRA, are limited to only con-
tributing PAC funds within 30 days of a 
primary and 60 days of a general elec-
tion. These limitations apply to con-
tributions for what are know as ‘‘elec-
tioneering communications,’’ which 
are any broadcast, cable, or satellite 
communications that refer to a clearly 
identified Federal candidate and that 
reach 50,000 or more people in the rel-
evant district or State. 

I believe that Congress can go beyond 
what the Supreme Court’s decision in 
McConnell v. FEC envisions as what is 
constitutionally protected speech and 
that Congress should provide further 
first amendment protections for orga-
nizations wanting to make political 
contributions. This is why today I am 
introducing the First Amendment Res-
toration Act. This bill would repeal 
those provisions of BCRA that limit 
corporations and labor unions from 
making any other contributions than 
those run through political action com-
mittees within the 30- and 60-day peri-
ods set out in the act. I am proud to 
say that Senators JIM INHOFE, GEORGE 
ALLEN, and TRENT LOTT have agreed to 
cosponsor this bill. I look forward to 
the debate on the First Amendment 
Restoration Act and on issues of cam-
paign-finance reform in general, as we 
see how the restrictions we place on 
speech really play out in the real 
world. 

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself and 
Mr. DEWINE): 

S. 2705. A bill to provide assistance to 
Sudan, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2705 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Comprehen-
sive Peace for Sudan Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The Government of Sudan has engaged 

in an orchestrated campaign of genocide in 
Darfur, Sudan, and has severely restricted 
humanitarian and human rights workers’ ac-
cess to Darfur in an attempt to inflict fur-
ther harm on the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa 
people of Darfur and to prevent the collec-
tion of evidence of war crimes and crimes 
against humanity. 

(2) As a result of this campaign, as many 
as 30,000 people have been killed, more than 
1,000,000 people have been displaced within 
Sudan, and approximately 200,000 have been 
made refugees in Chad. 

(3) As many as 320,000 people may die un-
less humanitarian aid is immediately deliv-
ered to the affected individuals. 

(4) The United Nations High Commissioner 
for Human Rights issued a report which 
‘‘identified . . . massive human rights viola-
tions in Darfur perpetrated by the Govern-
ment of Sudan and its proxy militia, which 
may constitute war crimes and/or crimes 
against humanity’’. 

(5) The Government of Chad, under Presi-
dent Idriss Deby, has served an important 
role in facilitating a renewable ‘‘humani-
tarian cease-fire’’ between the Government 
of Sudan and the two rebel groups chal-
lenging that Government in Darfur, the Jus-
tice and Equality Movement and the Sudan 
Liberation Movement, and has been a crucial 
partner in permitting humanitarian assist-
ance to reach refugees who have crossed 
from Darfur to Chad in the tens of thou-
sands. 

(6) The cooperation and mediation of the 
SPLM is critical to bringing about a polit-
ical settlement between the Government, the 
Sudanese Liberation Army, and the Justice 
and Equality Movement. 

(7) Practical implementation of a com-
prehensive peace agreement between the 
SPLM and the Government of Sudan is im-
possible without the implementation of a 
peace agreement for Darfur. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) SPLM.—The term ‘‘SPLM’’ means the 
Sudan People’s Liberation Movement. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AC-

TIONS TO ADDRESS THE CONFLICT 
IN DARFUR. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the United Nations Security Council 

should immediately pass a resolution— 
(A) condemning the actions of the Govern-

ment of Sudan in Darfur; and 
(B) setting out specific actions that such 

Government must take to avoid the reim-
position of sanctions; 

(2) the United States Ambassador at Large 
for War Crimes should travel to the region to 
investigate allegations of war crimes, crimes 
against humanity, and genocide brought 
against the Government of Sudan; 

(3) the President should immediately name 
a new Special Envoy to Sudan whose respon-
sibilities include support for conflict mitiga-
tion throughout Sudan; 

(4) the SPLM should take advantage of the 
opportunity afforded by the May 26, 2004, 
signing of the three protocols to help broker 
a political settlement to the conflict in 
Darfur; 

(5) restrictions pursuant to Executive 
Order 13067 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) should not be 
lifted unless there is peace in Darfur; and 

(6) upon implementation of a peace agree-
ment in Darfur, the signing of a comprehen-
sive peace agreement between the SPLM and 
the Government of Sudan, and full coopera-
tion from the Government of Sudan on the 
war against terrorism, the Government of 
the United States should immediately begin 
discussions of the necessary steps to nor-
malize relations with Sudan, including the 
lifting of all economic and political sanc-
tions. 
SEC. 5. ASSISTANCE FOR SUDAN. 

(a) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR CHAD 
AND DARFUR.—The President is authorized to 
provide $200,000,000 in fiscal year 2005 in as-
sistance to meet the humanitarian crisis in 
Chad and Darfur pursuant to section 491 of 

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2292) and section 2 of the Migration and Ref-
ugee Assistance Act of 1962 (22 U.S.C. 2601) to 
provide shelter, health, water and sanita-
tion, protection of vulnerable populations, 
food, and other appropriate relief items. 

(b) ASSISTANCE TO SUPPORT A COMPREHEN-
SIVE NORTH-SOUTH PEACE AGREEMENT.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, and 
subject to subsection (d), the President is au-
thorized to provide $800,000,000 in assistance 
to support a comprehensive North-South 
peace agreement in Sudan for purposes in-
cluding commercial assistance, infrastruc-
ture rehabilitation, disarmament and demo-
bilization of fighters, and training and tech-
nical assistance to integrate members of the 
SPLM into the interim Government of 
Sudan. 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—The President shall 
submit a certification to the appropriate 
congressional committees not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter, that the Gov-
ernment of Sudan has— 

(1) ensured that the armed forces and the 
militias, known as the Janjaweed, are not 
attacking civilians; 

(2) taken significant demonstrable and 
verifiable steps to demobilize and disarm the 
Janjaweed in Darfur; 

(3) ceased harassment of aid workers, in-
cluding those who report human rights 
abuses, and allowed unfettered humanitarian 
access to Darfur; and 

(4) fully cooperated with the deployment 
and operation of the African Union moni-
toring team for Darfur. 

(d) PROHIBITION AND SUSPENSION OF ASSIST-
ANCE.— 

(1) PROHIBITION.—If the President does not 
submit the certification described in sub-
section (c) then the President may not pro-
vide the assistance authorized in subsection 
(b). 

(2) SUSPENSION.—If, on a date after the 
President submits the certification described 
in subsection (c), the President determines 
such Government has ceased taking such ac-
tions, the President shall immediately sus-
pend the provision of the assistance author-
ized in subsection (b) until the date on which 
the President certifies that such Govern-
ment has resumed taking such actions. 
SEC. 6. SANCTIONS IN SUPPORT OF PEACE IN 

DARFUR. 
(a) MEASURES AND SANCTIONS IN SUPPORT 

OF PEACE.—On the date that is 120 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, if the 
President has not submitted the certifi-
cation described in subsection (c)(1)— 

(1) the President shall implement the 
measures set forth in section 6(b)(2) of the 
Sudan Peace Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 note); and 

(2) notwithstanding section 428(b) of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
236(b)), the Secretary of State shall prohibit 
the granting of a visa to— 

(A) a senior member of the Government of 
Sudan; 

(B) a senior official of the military of 
Sudan; or 

(C) a family member of an individual de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B). 

(b) CONTINUATION OF RESTRICTIONS.—Re-
strictions against the Government of Sudan 
that were imposed pursuant to title III and 
sections 508, 512, and 527 of the Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 2004 (Division D 
of Public Law 108–199; 118 Stat. 143) shall re-
main in place until the President makes the 
certification described in subsection (c)(1). 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in subsections (a) and (b) is a cer-
tification submitted by the President to the 
appropriate congressional committees not 
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later than 30 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and every 90 days there-
after, that— 

(A) the armed forces of the Government of 
Sudan and militias allied with such Govern-
ment have not attacked civilians in Sudan 
since the date of enactment of this Act; and 

(B) the Government of Sudan is allowing 
unfettered humanitarian access to people in 
Darfur. 
SEC. 7. MULTILATERAL EFFORTS. 

The Secretary of State shall direct the 
United States Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations to pursue a Security 
Council Resolution that condemns the Gov-
ernment of Sudan for its actions in Darfur 
and calls for— 

(1) accountability for those who are found 
responsible for orchestrating and carrying 
out the atrocities in Darfur; and 

(2) member states of the United Nations 
to— 

(A) freeze the assets of senior members of 
the Government of Sudan and their families 
held in each such member state; 

(B) cease to import Sudanese oil; 
(C) restrict the entry or transit of senior 

members of the Government of Sudan and 
their families through each such member 
state; 

(D) deny permission for any aircraft reg-
istered in Sudan to take off from, land in, or 
overfly each such member state; and 

(E) cease selling arms to the Government 
of Sudan. 
SEC. 8. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the President shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report that includes— 

(1) plans for and resources needed to assist 
with the reconstruction of Sudan to support 
a comprehensive peace agreement between 
the Government of Sudan and the SPLM, in-
cluding a description of the effect that the 
crisis in Darfur will have on the resources 
needed; 

(2) contingency plans for the delivery of 
humanitarian assistance through non-
military means should the Government of 
Sudan continue to obstruct or delay the 
international humanitarian response for the 
2,000,000 Sudanese civilians declared vulner-
able in Darfur; 

(3) an assessment of the United States 
military personnel, platforms, equipment, 
and their associated costs required (should 
other efforts fail) to— 

(A) deliver humanitarian assistance to 
Darfur; or 

(B) provide security for the delivery of hu-
manitarian assistance; and 

(4) a strategy for providing medical and 
psycho-social assistance to victims of tor-
ture and sexual violence in Darfur. 
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to the President— 

(1) for fiscal year 2005, $200,000,000 to carry 
out the activities described in section 5(a); 
and 

(2) for fiscal years 2005 through 2008, a total 
of $800,000,000 to carry out the activities de-
scribed in section 5(b). 

(b) REDUCTION OF AVAILABLE FUNDS.—The 
amount authorized to be appropriated under 
subsection (a)(2) shall be reduced by 
$50,000,000 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act if the President has not 
made the certification described in section 
5(c) by the end of that 180-day period, and 
shall be reduced by an additional $50,000,000 
at the end of each 180-day period thereafter 
that has ended before the President has 
made such certification. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, 
Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 2706. A bill to establish kinship 
navigator programs, to establish kin-
ship guardianship assistance payments 
for children, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to be introducing legisla-
tion that expands the supports and 
services available to grandparents and 
other relatives who are raising children 
when their biological parents can no 
longer take care of them. I am happy 
to have worked with my friend and col-
league, Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE, in 
crafting this important bill. 

Today there is a phenomenon that is 
quietly changing the face of the Amer-
ican family and creating new chal-
lenges for our Nation’s child welfare 
system—the growth of kinship care. 
According to the Census, more than 6 
million children—1 in 12—live in house-
holds headed by grandparents or other 
relatives. 

New York alone has over 409,000 chil-
dren living in these households. The 
majority of these children—54 per-
cent—live with their grandparents, 
while the rest live with aunts, uncles, 
siblings, and cousins. Sadly, one-fifth 
of families headed by grandparents are 
living in poverty. 

While extended families have always 
stepped in to raise children when par-
ents could not, over the past two dec-
ades we’ve seen a rise in the number of 
children living with grandparents and 
other relatives. A study conducted by 
the American Association of Retired 
Persons found that the number of chil-
dren living in grandparent-headed 
households increased by 30 percent be-
tween 1990 and 2000. 

Parents are unable to raise their own 
children for many different reasons, 
and we still have a lot to learn about 
this trend, but a few statistics are illu-
minating: Mothers are the fastest 
growing segment of the U.S. prison 
population. Approximately 7 in 10 
women in correctional facilities have 
children under age 17. The number of 
women living with HIV/AIDS increased 
from 4,000 in the early 80s to close to 
60,000 in 2000. 

Many of these women are unable to 
raise their children and often rely on 
their relatives to fill in. Many other 
parents die or contract debilitating dis-
eases that also make it impossible for 
them to fulfill their parental obliga-
tions. 

Grandparents and other relatives 
have stepped forward, often at great 
personal sacrifice, to provide safe and 
loving homes for the children in their 
care. This has allowed tens of thou-
sands of children to live with extended 
family rather than strangers. 

Extended families can provide a 
sense of belonging and a connection 
with their family history. Children are 
traumatized when they are separated 
from their natural parents—being 
cared for by grandparents or other rel-
atives can soften that blow. 

But kinship families, especially those 
without formal legal custody of the 

children under their care, face a num-
ber of unnecessary barriers. Let me 
give you an example. Maria Lemmons, 
of Albany, lost her daughter, a single 
mother of 3, in a tragic car crash when 
Maria was 67. Maria immediately 
stepped in to take custody of her 
grandchildren, aged 11, 13, and 15. But 
as you can imagine, she struggled. 
Maria was financially secure, but she 
hadn’t raised a teenager in over 20 
years. She needed guidance about par-
enting and a support group to help her 
navigate the tough terrain of par-
enting. 

At the other extreme is Susan Smith. 
Susan’s daughter Cathy almost lost 
custody of her son, Jacob, when she be-
came addicted to heroin and neglected 
him for days at a time. Susan inter-
vened to take care of Jacob even 
though doing so required a significant 
financial sacrifice. Susan lives on a So-
cial Security check of less than $300 a 
month. She can barely afford her gro-
ceries and her medicine. But she was 
not willing to let Jacob be raised by a 
stranger. 

At the very least, both of these 
women need and deserve our compas-
sion. But I believe they also deserve 
our support as they assume the awe-
some responsibility of raising children. 
The Kinship Caregiver Support Act will 
help women like Maria and Susan in 
three important ways. 

First, it will establish a ‘‘kinship 
navigator’’ program. This program will 
provide funds to social service agencies 
to establish toll-free hotlines, websites, 
and resource guides on the local and 
State parenting support available to 
kinship families. These hotlines and 
websites will give grandparents critical 
information about enrolling children in 
school, obtaining SCHIP, Medicaid and 
other health insurance, safeguarding 
their homes for small children, apply-
ing for housing assistance, obtaining 
legal services, finding childcare, and 
identifying parental support groups so 
that women like Maria have someone 
to talk to about their experiences. 

The kinship navigator program will 
promote partnerships between govern-
ment agencies, not-for-profit and faith- 
based organizations to help them bet-
ter serve the needs of kinship care fam-
ilies. 

The second part of this legislation 
will make it possible for kinship fami-
lies who serve as permanent legal 
guardians to receive the same pay-
ments that foster families would re-
ceive. This is extremely important be-
cause many grandparents want to raise 
their grandchildren but, like Susan, 
simply cannot afford to do so. 

States will have the option to use 
their title IV–E funds to provide pay-
ments to grandparents and other rel-
atives who have assumed legal guard-
ianship of the children they’ve cared 
for as foster parents. Families would be 
eligible if the child has been under the 
care of the State agency for at least 12 
months and was eligible for foster care 
maintenance payments. 
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There are a few States, such as Illi-

nois and Maryland, that have already 
implemented subsidized guardianship 
waivers through the Health and Human 
Services demonstration project. These 
States have shown that subsidized 
guardianship is a cost-neutral and ef-
fective way to keep families together. 
My legislation will make it possible for 
all States to follow in their path. It 
values families that care for each 
other. 

The final part of this legislation will 
require States to notify grandparents 
when children enter the foster care sys-
tem. Unfortunately, grandparents and 
other relatives often do not know when 
their grandchildren or nieces and neph-
ews come under the care of the State. 
By notifying grandparents and other 
relatives when children enter the foster 
care system, we can make it a lot easi-
er for families to stay together. 

I also want to note that in May of 
this year, the Pew Commission on Chil-
dren in Foster Care recommended that 
children who live with a permanent 
legal guardian should receive federal 
guardianship assistance. This commis-
sion is widely considered to be one of 
the most comprehensive investigation 
of child welfare financing policy in dec-
ades and is chaired by a bipartisan 
group of child welfare experts, includ-
ing legislators, state administrators, 
family service providers, judges, foster 
and adoptive parents, and former foster 
youth. It is encouraging that their rec-
ommendations are in line with the leg-
islation I am introducing today. 

I am very pleased with this legisla-
tion; it shows that we are moving in 
the right direction toward helping the 
thousands of children and the relatives 
that care for them in this country. I 
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to pass this bill in the Senate. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 
S. 2708. A bill to develop the National 

Strategy for Homeland Security, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
forge a comprehensive and effective 
strategy for our homeland security. 

Before 9/11, we did not truly perceive 
the threat of terrorism on our own soil, 
and what homeland security efforts we 
did have underway were badly divided. 
Dozens of agencies responsible for 
pieces of our homeland security were 
scattered across the Federal Govern-
ment, and were largely unconnected to 
state and local officials and first re-
sponders on the front lines in our Na-
tion’s cities and towns. There were 
confusing overlaps and, more criti-
cally, treacherous gaps. And because 
everyone was responsible for parts of 
the effort, no one was ultimately in 
charge. 

We took one large step to remedy 
these weaknesses by creating the De-
partment of Homeland Security. The 
Department brings more than two 
dozen of the Federal Government’s 

critical homeland security agencies 
and programs under one roof, allowing 
for unprecedented coordination and co-
operation. It also created a Cabinet 
Secretary charged with managing the 
budgets and personnel of these agen-
cies, and capable of providing a focal 
point for homeland programs and 
issues in the Cabinet and beyond. 

But we knew that in addition to cre-
ating a better organization, we would 
need to lay out a clear roadmap to gal-
vanize our homeland defenses—at all 
levels of government and the private 
sector. That is what many of us called 
for and, regretfully, it is something 
this Nation still sorely lacks. 

The Administration did produce a 
‘‘National Strategy for Homeland Se-
curity’’ in July 2002 that correctly 
identified many of the challenges we 
face in preparing to meet the threat of 
terrorism. But that document predates 
the creation of the Department of 
Homeland Security and is already out 
of date. More significantly, it failed to 
set priorities, clear deadlines and ac-
countability for the vast array of 
homeland security tasks we face. 

As the highly regarded Gilmore Com-
mission on terrorism noted in its final 
report last December: ‘‘Much is still re-
quired in order to achieve an effective, 
comprehensive, unified national strat-
egy and to translate vision into action. 
Notably absent is a clear prioritization 
for the use of scarce resources against 
a diffuse, unclear threat as part of the 
spectrum of threats—some signifi-
cantly more common than terrorism. 
The panel has serious concern about 
the current state of homeland security 
efforts along the full spectrum from 
awareness to recovery, worried that ef-
forts by the government may provide 
the perception of enhanced security 
that causes the Nation to become com-
placent about the many critical ac-
tions still required.’’ 

While it is true that the Department 
of Homeland Security is proceeding 
with some more targeted strategies re-
garding specific areas of concern, these 
cannot replace a comprehensive strat-
egy that sets the ultimate policies and 
priorities for our homeland effort. 

That is why I am introducing legisla-
tion requiring a new homeland security 
strategy that can provide the strong, 
precise national guidance we need on 
this critical issue. 

In a February 3, 2004 report, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office surveyed seven 
existing Federal strategies related to 
terrorism—including the National 
Strategy for Homeland Security—and 
laid out guiding principles to improve 
these strategies. My legislation incor-
porates these principles, which stress 
accountability and prioritization as re-
quirements for a new homeland secu-
rity strategy. The new strategy must 
include a hierarchy of strategic goals 
and indicate the specific activities 
needed to achieve those goals, as well 
as the likely costs, and how such funds 
should be generated. In other words, 
the strategy must make real choices 

about priorities and resources. The cur-
rent strategy identifies many goals, 
but rarely provides deadlines for ac-
tion, standards or performance meas-
ures to assess progress, or details on 
the resources required for stated initia-
tives. 

The strategy must clearly spell out 
organizational roles and responsibil-
ities, including the proper roles of 
State, local, private and international 
actors and the coordinating mecha-
nisms to bring these actors together. 
Almost three years after 9/11, we still 
too often must ask ‘‘who is in charge?’’ 
of key pieces of our homeland security 
agenda. And, critically, the homeland 
security strategy must address how it 
relates to other Federal strategies re-
garding terrorist threats, and how the 
strategies will be integrated. 

The legislation also highlights cer-
tain substantive areas that should be 
addressed, such as a thoroughgoing 
strategy to maximize information 
sharing related to homeland security 
throughout the Federal Government 
and with state and local officials and, 
where appropriate, the private sector. 
The strategy must look at preparing 
the public health sector to detect and 
respond to terrorist attacks, at inte-
grating military capabilities into our 
homeland security planning, at build-
ing all-hazards preparedness through-
out all levels of government and the 
private sector, and securing our crit-
ical infrastructure, much of which is in 
private hands. 

The bill would require that the strat-
egy be written every four years, with 
updates every two years and annual 
progress reports to be submitted in 
conjunction with the President’s an-
nual budget request. Recognizing that 
many Federal agencies outside the De-
partment of Homeland Security play a 
critical part in homeland security, it 
calls on the Assistant to the President 
for Homeland Security to help the Sec-
retary construct the strategy. 

Importantly, it would create an inde-
pendent panel of experts to review the 
strategy and offer alternative pro-
posals as appropriate—a so-called 
‘‘Team B’’ to provide decision makers 
with alternative perspectives and solu-
tions for consideration. This non-
partisan panel, to be called the Home-
land Security Commission, would con-
sist of nine members appointed by the 
Secretary in consultation with Con-
gress. The members would be recog-
nized experts in the field of homeland 
security and cannot be current officers 
or employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. This Commission is modeled on 
the successful National Defense Panel, 
which helped guide strategic planning 
for our military forces. This Commis-
sion can help ensure that we marshal 
all the best ideas to defend our home-
land and do not fall into complacent, 
or narrow ways of thinking about the 
threats we face. We know that terror-
ists are always adapting their strate-
gies and techniques. We must do no 
less. 
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We meet today amid ongoing, and in-

deed heightened, threats of terrorist 
attacks on our homeland. We need not 
be intimidated, but we must be pre-
pared. A new and more forceful na-
tional strategy will help energize and 
organize our resources—at all levels of 
government and within the private sec-
tor—to meet this threat. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation to 
give us such a strategy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2708 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Strategy for Homeland Security Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions shall 
apply: 

(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 
means the Homeland Security Strategy 
Commission established under section 4. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(3) STRATEGY.—The term ‘‘Strategy’’ 
means the National Strategy for Homeland 
Security developed under this Act. 
SEC. 3. NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR HOMELAND SE-

CURITY. 
(a) DEVELOPMENT AND SUBMISSION OF 

STRATEGY.— 
(1) DEVELOPMENT.—The Secretary, under 

the direction of the President, and in col-
laboration with the Assistant to the Presi-
dent for Homeland Security and the Home-
land Security Council, shall develop the Na-
tional Strategy for Homeland Security for 
the detection, prevention, protection, re-
sponse, and recovery with regard to terrorist 
threats to the United States. 

(2) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.— 
(A) INITIAL SUBMISSION.—Not later than De-

cember 1, 2005, and not later than December 
1st of each year in which a President is inau-
gurated, the Secretary shall submit the 
Strategy to Congress. 

(B) BIENNIAL UPDATE.—Not later than 2 
years after each submission of the Strategy 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
submit to Congress an updated version of the 
Strategy. 

(C) PROGRESS REPORTS.—Each year, in con-
junction with the President’s budget request, 
the Secretary shall provide an assessment of 
progress on implementing the Strategy, in-
cluding the adequacy of resources to meet 
the objectives of the Strategy, and rec-
ommendations to improve and implement 
the Strategy. 

(3) CLASSIFIED MATERIAL.—Any part of the 
Strategy that involves information that is 
properly classified under criteria established 
by Executive Order shall be submitted to 
Congress separately in classified form. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH THE ASSISTANT TO 
THE PRESIDENT FOR HOMELAND SECURITY.— 
The Secretary shall seek the assistance of 
the Assistant to the President for Homeland 
Security and the Homeland Security Council 
to— 

(1) coordinate the input of Federal depart-
ments and agencies outside the Department 
of Homeland Security, which have homeland 
security responsibilities; and 

(2) work with the Secretary on all aspects 
of the Strategy. 

(c) CONTENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Strategy shall in-

clude— 
(A) a comprehensive statement of purpose, 

mission, and scope; 
(B) threat, vulnerability, and risk assess-

ment and analysis, including an analysis of 
the threats and vulnerabilities regarding 
critical infrastructure, assets, and oper-
ations and a description of the role of the 
Homeland Security Institute in conducting 
such risk assessments; 

(C) a statement of desired end-states, in-
cluding a hierarchy of strategic goals and 
subordinate objectives, as well as specific ac-
tivities for achieving results and specific pri-
orities, milestones, and performance meas-
ures to monitor progress toward goals; 

(D) an assessment of necessary resources 
and investments to achieve strategic goals, 
including the types of necessary resources 
involved and resource allocation mecha-
nisms; 

(E) a delineation of organizational roles 
and responsibilities across the many entities 
involved in homeland security efforts, in-
cluding— 

(i) the proper roles and responsibilities of 
State, local, private, and international sec-
tors, and a designation of coordinating 
mechanisms; and 

(ii) other specific measures to enhance co-
operative efforts between the Federal gov-
ernment and the sectors described in clause 
(i); and 

(F) an explanation of the relationship be-
tween the Strategy and other Federal strate-
gies addressing terrorist threats, including 
how these strategies will be integrated, and 
details on subordinate strategies within the 
Department of Homeland Security regarding 
specific aspects of homeland security. 

(2) ADDITIONAL CONTENTS.—In addition to 
the items listed in paragraph (1), the Strat-
egy shall include— 

(A) policies and procedures to maximize 
the collection, translation, analysis, exploi-
tation, and dissemination of information re-
lating to combating terrorism and the home-
land security response throughout the Fed-
eral government, and with State and local 
authorities, and, as appropriate, the private 
sector; 

(B) plans for countering chemical, biologi-
cal, radiological, nuclear and explosive, and 
cyber threats; 

(C) plans for the coordination with, and in-
tegration of, the capabilities and assets of 
the United States military into all aspects of 
the Strategy, as appropriate; 

(D) plans for improving the resources of, 
coordination among, and effectiveness of, 
health and medical sectors for preventing, 
detecting, and responding to terrorist at-
tacks on the homeland; 

(E) measures needed to enhance transpor-
tation security with respect to potential ter-
rorist attacks, including aviation and non- 
aviation modes of transportation; 

(F) measures, based on the risk assess-
ments under paragraph (1)(B), to identify and 
prioritize the need for protective and support 
measures for critical infrastructure and 
plans to secure these key assets; 

(G) an assessment of the Nation’s ability 
to prevent, respond to, and recover from 
threatened and actual domestic terrorist at-
tacks, and measures to enhance such pre-
paredness across all levels of government 
and the private sector; 

(H) measures to secure the Nation’s bor-
ders from terrorist threats, including 
agroterror, while continuing to facilitate the 
flow of legitimate goods and visitors; 

(I) plans for identifying, prioritizing, and 
meeting research and development objec-
tives to support homeland security needs; 
and 

(J) plans for addressing other critical 
homeland security needs. 

(d) COOPERATION.—At the request of the 
Secretary or the Assistant to the President 
for Homeland Security, Federal agencies 
shall provide necessary information or plan-
ning documents relating to the Strategy. 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL HOMELAND SECURITY COM-

MISSION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a nonpartisan, independent com-
mission to be known as the Homeland Secu-
rity Commission. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(1) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be 

composed of 9 members, including a chair, 
who shall be appointed by the Secretary, in 
consultation with the chairman and ranking 
member of— 

(A) the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Select Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Members of the Com-
mission appointed under paragraph (1)— 

(A) shall be recognized experts in matters 
relating to the homeland security of the 
United States; and 

(B) shall not be officers or employees of the 
Federal Government. 

(3) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.—Each member 
of the Commission shall be appointed to the 
Commission for an 18-month term, which 
shall begin on December 1, 2005. 

(4) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers, but shall 
be filled in the same manner as the original 
appointment. 

(5) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
the Commission shall constitute a quorum, 
but a lesser number of members may hold 
hearings. A quorum is required to approve 
any report issued by the Commission, but a 
minority of members may submit an appen-
dix to be included in such report. 

(c) DUTIES.—The Commission shall conduct 
an independent, alternative assessment of 
the optimal policies and programs to im-
prove homeland security against terrorist 
threats, including, to the extent practicable, 
an estimate of the funding required each fis-
cal year to support such policies and pro-
grams. 

(d) COMPENSATION.—Each member of the 
Commission shall be compensated at a rate 
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual 
rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of 
title 5, United States Code, for each day, in-
cluding travel time, during which the mem-
ber is engaged in the performance of the du-
ties of the Commission. 

(e) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of 
the Commission shall be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, at rates authorized for employees of 
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, while away from 
their homes or regular places of business in 
the performance of services for the Commis-
sion. 

(f) STAFF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chair of the Commis-

sion may, without regard to the civil service 
laws and regulations, appoint and terminate 
an executive director (subject to Commission 
confirmation) and such other additional per-
sonnel as may be necessary to enable the 
Commission to perform its duties. 

(2) COMPENSATION.—The Chair of the Com-
mission may fix the compensation of the ex-
ecutive director and other personnel without 
regard to chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to the classification of positions and 
General Schedule pay rates, except that the 
rate of pay may not exceed the rate payable 
for level V of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5316 of such title. 
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(3) PERSONNEL AS FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The executive director 

and all employees of the Commission shall 
be employees under section 2015 of title 5, 
United States Code, for purposes of chapters 
63, 81, 83, 84, 85, 87, 89, and 90 of such title. 

(B) MEMBERS OF COMMISSION.—Subpara-
graph (A) shall not apply to members of the 
Commission. 

(4) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.— 
Any Federal Government employee may be 
detailed to the Commission without reim-
bursement, and such detail shall be without 
interruption or loss of civil service status or 
privilege. 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.— 
(1) USE OF MAIL AND PRINTING.—The Com-

mission may use the United States mails and 
obtain printing and binding services in the 
same manner and under the same conditions 
as other departments and agencies of the 
Federal Government. 

(2) SUPPORT SERVICES.—The Secretary shall 
furnish the Commission any administrative 
and support services requested by the Com-
mission. 

(3) GIFTS.—The Commission may accept 
and dispose of gifts or donations of services 
or property. 

(h) PAYMENT OF COMMISSION EXPENSES.— 
The compensation, travel expenses, and per 
diem allowances of members and employees 
of the Commission shall be paid out of funds 
available to the Department for the payment 
of compensation, travel allowances and per 
diem allowances, respectively, of civilian 
employees of the Department. The other ex-
penses of the Commission shall be paid out of 
funds available to the Department for the 
payment of similar expenses incurred by the 
Department. 

(i) REPORT.—Not later than December 1, 
2006, the Commission shall submit, to the 
committees referred to under subsection 
(b)(1), a report that— 

(1) describes the activities, findings, and 
recommendations of the Commission; and 

(2) provides recommendations for legisla-
tion that the Commission considers appro-
priate. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
S. 2711. A bill to establish a National 

Windstorm Impact Reduction Program; 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today in support of a bill I 
introduced today to set up a national 
program to reduce the loss of life and 
property due to windstorms. 

This bill recently passed the House of 
Representatives and it will be ad-
dressed and hopefully passed during the 
Senate Commerce Committee markup 
tomorrow. 

We all know the catastrophic damage 
that windstorms can cause. In fact, the 
highest level of material damage and 
loss of life in this country has been at-
tributed to hurricanes, tropical storms, 
tornadoes and thunderstorms. 

My State of Florida, as a coastal 
State, has been especially affected. 

In 1992, Hurricane Andrew caused 
losses in excess of $26.5 billion. 

And annually the average financial 
loss due to tornadoes, thunderstorms 
and hurricanes is $6.3 billion. So in-
creasing our understanding of wind-
storms, assessing the performance of 
our buildings, structures and infra-
structures during windstorms, reducing 
the impact of wind hazards through 

retrofitting buildings and changing 
construction practices and transferring 
this knowledge to the pubic and build-
ing professionals is desperately needed. 

And this bill accomplishes all of 
those things. 

It is a coordinated plan to reduce ma-
terial losses and human suffering. 

An interagency working group con-
sisting of representatives of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology and the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy will be responsible for planning and 
managing this program. 

The program will have three goals: 
Improved understanding of wind-
storms, windstorm impact assessment, 
and windstorm impact reduction. 

How do we achieve this? Data collec-
tion and analysis, outreach, technology 
transfer, and research and develop-
ment. 

As a result of this program, we will 
translate existing and future informa-
tion and research findings into cost-ef-
fective and affordable practices for de-
sign and construction professionals, 
and State and local officials. 

And this interagency group will pro-
vide biennial updates of their progress 
to Congress so we know what progress 
has been made and what more needs to 
be done. 

We’ll also get a broad cross-section of 
interests involved through an advisory 
committee—so that real-life issues are 
addressed and onsite expertise is uti-
lized. 

And my hope is that the devastation 
of Hurricane Andrew will never be ex-
perienced again in my State of Florda 
or in any other State. 

This bill and help us achieve that and 
I urge my collegues’ support. 

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself 
and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 2713. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise the 
amount of minimum allotments under 
the Projects for Assistance in Transi-
tion from Homelessness program; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my friend Senator KENNEDY 
to introduce a bill that will raise the 
minimum grant amounts given to 
States and territories under the PATH 
program. The PATH program provides 
services through formula grants of at 
least $300,000 to each State, the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico and 
$50,000 to eligible U.S. territories. Sub-
ject to available appropriations, this 
bill will raise the minimum allotments 
to $600,000 to each State and $100,000 to 
eligible U.S. territories. 

When the PATH program was estab-
lished in FY1991 as a formula grant 
program, Congress appropriated $33 
million. That amount has steadily in-
creased over the years with Congress 
appropriating $50 million this past 
year. However, despite these increases, 

States and territories such as New 
Mexico that have rural and frontier 
populations, have not received an in-
crease in their PATH funds. Under the 
formula, as it currently exists, many 
States and territories will never re-
ceive an increase to their PATH pro-
gram, even with increasing demand and 
inflation. This problem is occurring in 
my home state of New Mexico as well 
as twenty-five other States and terri-
tories throughout the United States. 

The PATH program is authorized 
under the Public Health Service Act 
and it funds community-based out-
reach, mental health, substance abuse, 
case management and other support 
services, as well as a limited set of 
housing services for people who are 
homeless and have serious mental ill-
nesses. Program services are provided 
in a variety of different settings, in-
cluding clinic sites, shelter-based clin-
ics, and mobile units. In addition, the 
PATH program takes health care serv-
ices to locations where homeless indi-
viduals are found, such as streets, 
parks, and soup kitchens. 

PATH services are a key element in 
the plan to end chronic homelessness. 
Every night, an estimated 600,000 peo-
ple are homeless in America. Of these, 
about one-third are single adults with 
serious mental illnesses. I have worked 
closely with organizations in New Mex-
ico such as Albuquerque Health Care 
for the Homeless and I have seen first- 
hand the difficulties faced by the more 
than 15,000 homeless people in New 
Mexico, 35 percent of whom are chron-
ically mentally ill or mentally inca-
pacitated. 

PATH is a proven program that has 
been very successful in moving people 
out of homelessness. PATH has been 
reviewed by the Office of Management 
and Budget and has scored signifi-
cantly high marks in meeting program 
goals and objectives. Unquestionably, 
homelessness is not just an urban 
issue. Rural and frontier communities 
face unique challenges in serving 
PATH eligible persons and the PATH 
program funding mechanisms must ac-
count for these differences. 

Thank you and I look forward to 
working with my colleague Senator 
KENNEDY on this important issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2713 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MINIMUM ALLOTMENTS UNDER THE 

PROJECTS FOR ASSISTANCE IN 
TRANSITION FROM HOMELESSNESS 
PROGRAM. 

Section 524 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 290cc–24) is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 524. DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF AL-

LOTMENT. 
‘‘(a) DETERMINATION UNDER FORMULA.— 

Subject to subsection (b), the allotment re-
quired in section 521 for a State and Terri-
tory for a fiscal year is the product of— 
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‘‘(1) an amount equal to the amount appro-

priated under section 535 for the fiscal year; 
and 

‘‘(2) a percentage equal to the quotient of— 
‘‘(A) an amount equal to the population 

living in urbanized areas of the State in-
volved, as indicated by the most recent data 
collected by the Bureau of the Census; and 

‘‘(B) an amount equal to the population 
living in urbanized areas of the United 
States, as indicated by the sum of the re-
spective amounts determined for the States 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(b) MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the allotment for a State under section 521 
for a fiscal year shall, at a minimum, be the 
greater of— 

‘‘(A) the amount the State or Territory re-
ceived under section 521 in fiscal year 2004; 
and 

‘‘(B) $600,000 for each of the several States, 
the District of Columbia, and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, and $100,000 for each 
of Guam, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands. 

‘‘(2) CONDITION.—If the funds appropriated 
in any fiscal year under section 535 are insuf-
ficient to ensure that States and Territories 
receive a minimum allotment in accordance 
with paragraph (1), then— 

‘‘(A) no State or Territory shall receive 
less than the amount they received in fiscal 
year 2004; and 

‘‘(B) any funds remaining after amounts 
are provided under subparagraph (A) shall be 
used to meet the requirement of paragraph 
(1)(B), to the maximum extent possible.’’. 

By Mr. DASCHLE: 
S. 2714. A bill to amend part D of 

title XVIII of the Social Security Act, 
as added by the Medicare Prescription 
Drug, Improvement, and Modernization 
Act of 2003, to provide for negotiation 
of fair prices for Medicare prescription 
drugs; read the first time. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Recently, the Major-
ity Leader pulled the class-action re-
form legislation from consideration 
after the Senate failed to invoke clo-
ture on the bill. We all know he would 
have had the votes for cloture if he had 
not played games with the amendment 
process. Instead, he proposed allowing 
Democrats only five non-germane 
amendments and insisted that he 
choose which amendments could be of-
fered. He insisted that under no cir-
cumstances could we offer a bipartisan 
bill to legalize the safe importation of 
lower-priced prescription drugs from 
Canada and other industrialized coun-
tries. The Majority Leader no doubt 
feared that the re-importation legisla-
tion would pass as a result of the broad 
bipartisan support it enjoys. But the 
drug industry didn’t want lower prices, 
and we were prevented from offering 
our amendment. 

The re-importation bill is just one of 
many health measures currently pend-
ing in Congress that would help Ameri-
cans who are struggling with the high 
costs of care, drugs, and insurance. 
These bills have broad support—some 
even have Republican lead sponsors— 
and we should be considering them 
here in the Senate. In fact, it is our ob-
ligation to do so. Yet most of these 
bills continue to languish in com-
mittee while the majority plays proce-

dural games with the amendment proc-
ess and spends countless hours on bills 
and measures that the Majority Leader 
knows do not have the votes to pass. 

In response, over the past week, we 
have begun the process of putting these 
measures on the calendar. We are doing 
so to highlight that these critical bills 
are available for consideration on the 
Senate floor, and to show how impor-
tant it is to pass them and send them 
to the President for his signature as 
soon as possible. 

Today, I would like to discuss a 
measure I first introduced on the day 
the conference report to the Medicare 
bill passed the Senate. This proposal 
was included in a broader piece of leg-
islation that we introduced that day in 
response to the conference report, and, 
on December 9, I introduced it as a 
stand-alone measure. It is a very sim-
ple bill. It would strike the prohibition 
contained in last year’s Medicare legis-
lation that prohibits the government 
from using the power of 41 million 
beneficiaries to negotiate lower drug 
prices for seniors. Senators on both 
sides of the aisle have expressed sup-
port for striking that provision. Sen-
ators who supported the conference re-
port have joined with those who op-
posed it, such as myself, in cospon-
soring my bill. That’s because it just 
makes sense. 

The new Medicare law does almost 
nothing to rein in skyrocketing pre-
scription drug costs. In fact, it actually 
prohibits Medicare from using its bar-
gaining power to negotiate lower 
prices. We have seen the VA’s success 
at negotiating lower prices. Similarly, 
we should use the power of Medicare’s 
beneficiary population to obtain lower 
prices for seniors and people with dis-
abilities. Rather than fragmenting the 
population to dilute our ability to ne-
gotiate lower costs, we have an obliga-
tion—both to Medicare beneficiaries 
and to American taxpayers—to secure 
the lowest possible prices. That’s what 
my bill would do. 

It’s time for the Senate to side with 
seniors and taxpayers over the drug in-
dustry. It’s time for the Senate to pass 
this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2714 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Medicare 
Prescription Drug Price Reduction Act of 
2004’’. 
SEC. 2. NEGOTIATING FAIR PRICES FOR MEDI-

CARE PRESCRIPTION DRUGS. 
Section 1860D–11 of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 1395w–111) is amended by striking 
subsection (i) (relating to noninterference) 
and by inserting the following: 

‘‘(i) AUTHORITY TO NEGOTIATE PRICES WITH 
MANUFACTURERS.—In order to ensure that 
each part D eligible individual who is en-

rolled under a prescription drug plan or an 
MA–PD plan pays the lowest possible price 
for covered part D drugs, the Secretary shall 
have authority similar to that of other Fed-
eral entities that purchase prescription 
drugs in bulk to negotiate contracts with 
manufacturers of covered part D drugs, con-
sistent with the requirements of this part 
and in furtherance of the goals of providing 
quality care and containing costs under this 
part.’’. 

By Mr. COLEMAN: 
S. 2715. A bill to improve access to 

graduate schools in the United States 
for international students and schol-
ars; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, 
September 11, 2001, was a day that 
changed America forever. It taught us 
that oceans cannot protect us from 
those who are fanatically devoted to 
harming us. The world has changed 
after September 11. The American ex-
perience, realities, changed after Sep-
tember 11. We live with greater uncer-
tainty. We live with greater fear and 
concern about attack. We have, even 
those in this Chamber, gone through 
the process of thinking the unthink-
able, thinking about attacks on our 
soil, on our towns, on our country. 

The good news is that in the last 21⁄2 
years since September 11, America has 
not experienced another experience 
like that. It appears as if the measures 
we have taken have had some effect. 
The PATRIOT Act was passed with 
overwhelming support. It is now the 
subject of some debate, but let’s not 
debate the importance of doing those 
things that protect this country from 
attack. The PATRIOT Act has clearly 
been part of that. 

The efforts of our President in root-
ing out the Taliban and getting rid of 
Saddam have all had an impact on 
making this country safer. But there 
are no guarantees. Clearly, even 
today—we have the September 11 Com-
mission report coming out tomorrow; 
we have the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee report coming out, reviewing 
what we did, should have done, and 
what we could do better. 

The bottom line is we want to make 
sure this never happens again. The ef-
fort to improve our safety and security 
is important. This is not a game. This 
is not to raise the fear for political pur-
poses; this is the reality of the world in 
which we live. 

But I do believe there is at least one 
area where our policy regarding secu-
rity and measures we are taking to im-
prove security should be examined and 
changed. That is why today I am intro-
ducing the International Student and 
Scholar Access Act. 

Again, we all know there is abso-
lutely no such thing as an absolute 
guarantee of absolute security in a free 
society, so what we do is measure the 
level of threat against the loss of cer-
tain other values and then we try to 
strike a balance. In the area of student 
visas, I believe we have pushed security 
concerns beyond the logical point and 
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need to make adjustments to our pol-
icy. 

This is what I am talking about. 
America has been home to foreign stu-
dents in great numbers for many years. 
If you go to the University of Min-
nesota, you see students from all over 
the world. The same is true in our pri-
vate schools in Minnesota. The Univer-
sity of St. Thomas has a great inter-
national student program. Those are 
good programs. 

What those programs do is provide 
young people from around the world an 
opportunity to study in America, to 
understand the American experience, 
to understand American values, to un-
derstand the American way of life. 
That is a good thing. 

Unfortunately, I believe one of the 
terrorist hijackers on September 11 
was an individual who had a student 
visa. He did not attend school. No one 
followed up. As a result of that, what 
happened is we looked at that student 
visa policy and said: We have to make 
changes. 

I understand that. I understand we 
have to tighten up standards. I under-
stand we have to be more careful about 
those who claim to be students who 
come into our country. 

But I believe the result of what has 
been well intentioned—what is impor-
tant, the security of our country; noth-
ing is more important than the role of 
Government to make sure we are se-
cure—in regard to student visas has 
been to push the ball a little too far. I 
think what we are seeing now is there 
are scores of young people who would 
like to be part of the American experi-
ence, who would like to study in our 
schools, who would like to understand 
American culture and American val-
ues, young people who, 20 or 30 years 
from now, when they are the Presi-
dents and Vice Presidents and Ambas-
sadors and Ministers of their country, 
would have a relationship, saying: I 
went to the University of Minnesota. I 
went to the University of Maine. I went 
to the University of Saint Thomas. I 
went to Bowdoin College. I understand 
what you are about and would like to 
be a partner with you. 

I think we are at a point now where, 
in reaction to 9/11, what we are doing 
with student visas is to have kind of 
turned it around. Now that it is a na-
tional security issue, I think we are 
missing the opportunity for a lot of 
young people to become part of and un-
derstand and share in the American ex-
perience. 

So now we have visa processes that 
are structured in a way that produces 
results that I don’t think we want. 
They require that consular officers in 
our Embassies spend far too much time 
on people who do not threaten this 
country and excluding too many of 
them. That does not leave them enough 
time to deal with those folks who are a 
genuine threat. 

It is the equivalent of a police road-
block. We are stopping so many inno-
cent people that it calls into question 

if this is a good use of Government re-
sources and power. 

Again, it is in the interest of the 
United States of America to bring in 
the best and brightest foreign students 
to study in America. These are people 
who will lead their nations one day. 
The experience they gain with our 
democratic system and our values 
gives them a better understanding of 
what America is and who Americans 
are. 

I had an opportunity the other day to 
spend time with a young woman from 
Iraq, a Kurd from Kirkuk. She was 
there to kind of shadow us and under-
stand a little bit about American—this 
system of government. I thought—she 
had 1 day—just think if we had 4 years 
of her being here, or 5 years, and she 
came to understand this country and 
its history and its people and its cul-
ture and its ways and its values, and 
she carried that in her heart back to 
her country, with the opportunities we 
would have along the way to strength-
en those relationships. 

We hear so much today about anger 
at Americans, about hate directed to-
ward Americans. But this is in a world 
that, at times, I think may hate us be-
cause they don’t know us. They don’t 
know us. They know what they see on 
Al-Jazeera or they know what they 
hear from some political leader who 
may disagree with the kind of govern-
ment and the democracy and the val-
ues we have. 

International education represents 
an opportunity to break down those 
barriers. I think some who hate this 
Nation do so out of ignorance. Foreign 
students who return to their nations 
many times become ambassadors of 
good will and understanding. 

And don’t discount the personal rela-
tionships. In our lives, we may see 
friends who we met back in college, 
people we have not seen in 20 years. 
When we run into those friends, there 
is a bond. Our young educated people 
become our leaders, not just in Govern-
ment but in business, in industry, in 
education. The same is true through-
out the world. The world is not such a 
big place. It is not such a big place 
when you have these human connec-
tions. 

So these young people go back to 
their countries, young people who stud-
ied here, who learned of our ways, and 
they become ambassadors of good will 
and understanding, and they speak 
with credibility about the freedoms 
that spur American success. 

Foreign students also help our econ-
omy. Higher education is a major serv-
ice sector export, bringing in $12 billion 
to the U.S. economy every year. Com-
petitors, such as the United Kingdom, 
Canada, and Australia are gaining mar-
ket share while the United States is 
losing. Total international applica-
tions to U.S. graduate schools for the 
fall of 2004 declined 32 percent from the 
fall of 2003. Fifty-four percent of 
English as a second language programs 
have reported declines in applications. 

When you think about the economy, 
it is not just a tourist economy. People 
are coming here to spend money. I had 
an opportunity to be involved in a se-
ries of meetings with some of my col-
leagues, chaired by Senator BAUCUS, 
the ranking member of the Finance 
Committee, and bringing in leaders of 
American industry, the CEOs of some 
of the largest corporations in America, 
to talk about what we have to do to en-
sure American competitiveness in this 
global economy. One of the issues these 
CEOs mentioned was the difficulty in 
having foreign students come to our 
country and the impact it has on their 
opportunities for success and innova-
tion, and the impact that has on the 
American economy. 

It is not just a long-term national se-
curity issue; it is an economic develop-
ment and opportunity issue. We are 
shortchanging ourselves by losing ac-
cess to talent. 

The legislation I introduce today is 
an effort to reverse the decline in for-
eign access to U.S. education. My legis-
lation seeks to promote foreign study 
in America by urging strategic think-
ing and by making commonsense 
changes to the way we process visa ap-
plications. 

This legislation would help to clarify 
the often overlapping roles between 
lead agencies that work on inter-
national education—the Departments 
of State, Commerce, Homeland Secu-
rity, and Education. 

It proposes improvements related to 
SEVIS fees for tracking foreign stu-
dents, by prorating fees for short-term 
students and allowing them to make 
payments in their local currencies. 
There is a process of payments that are 
made. If you are here for a short term, 
you pay as much as for a long term. It 
is another barrier, another impediment 
to providing an opportunity for foreign 
students to be here. 

It would set goals for more timeli-
ness and certainty in the visa process. 
It would press the State Department 
for commonsense improvements to give 
more discretion on personal appear-
ance requirements and on the duration 
of security clearances. It would im-
prove the interoperability between 
databases of the FBI and the State De-
partment. 

Perhaps the most critical part of my 
bill deals with the criteria for student 
visas. Currently, consular officers have 
to prove that a student visa applicant 
has essential ties which will ensure his 
or her return to his or her own country 
after study is complete. This require-
ment poses an unrealistic burden on 
students who are typically not yet suf-
ficiently well established in their soci-
eties to be able to demonstrate a likeli-
hood of return. In reality, inter-
national students are often encouraged 
to stay in the U.S. after they have 
completed their studies, by changing 
their status to that of H–1B, for exam-
ple. 

An observation on this, and let me go 
just a little bit more about the legisla-
tion, because what it does is it calls for 
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a more realistic standard for student 
visas. That is what we really need. 

My legislation replaces the criteria 
of expected return with two other cri-
teria. Students would have to dem-
onstrate that they intend to come to 
the U.S. to complete a legitimate 
course of study, and that they have the 
financial means for doing so. 

Let me explain why that makes so 
much more sense. The reality is, if we 
have a bright and enterprising student 
from Africa, from Uganda, or from Ar-
gentina, from Latin America some-
where, the issue we need to be con-
cerned about is whether they are really 
coming here to study. The concern over 
9/11 is, you had folks who came here 
who were using that to gain entry into 
this country. Are they coming here to 
study? Is it a legitimate course of 
study? Do they have the means to do 
so? Are they coming here for the pur-
pose they intended? 

Afterwards, if we have a highly 
trained and highly qualified college 
graduate from Uganda and they do 
whatever has to be done legally in 
terms of dealing with immigration, 
what is the issue? Why would you not 
want to have them here a little longer 
if they are going to contribute to the 
economic growth, to the increase in 
brainpower, to all the things that need 
to be done to make sure America stays 
competitive in this new global econ-
omy? 

America is never going to compete 
with low-scale wages. We are past that. 
There is no way we can compete with 
China. Mexico can’t compete with 
China today. America’s economic suc-
cess is tied to innovation and brain-
power. That is our future. What we do 
to encourage that, certainly among 
folks here but also students from other 
countries who become part of that 
pool, who help us become more cre-
ative and entrepreneurial, is impor-
tant. 

I have to say—and I wouldn’t be sur-
prised if the Senator from Maine has 
not had the same experience—this 
issue consumes a lot of my time and 
that of my case workers back in Min-
nesota. Time and again they are asked 
by Minnesota colleges and universities 
to make a plea to the State Depart-
ment to help process a foreign stu-
dent’s visa. These are students who 
want to come to the United States, 
who have the intellectual assets that 
all can gain from, who have scholar-
ships or other resources to take care of 
themselves while in America. But be-
cause they don’t have spouses or homes 
in their native lands, they are rejected 
for their student visas. What sense does 
that make? How does that further the 
interests of those in the United States? 
How does it further the interests of our 
colleges and universities that benefit 
from quality students, benefit from the 
diversity brought by students from Af-
rica or from Asia, benefit from having 
a broader kind of dialog and exchange 
about what this world is all about? 

I had a particular case of a talented 
young man from Uganda named Hum-

phrey. Humphrey had a full ride to St. 
Thomas University in St. Paul, MN, 
which—I note with great pride—my son 
entered. He had his orientation just the 
other day. I have a personal interest in 
St. Thomas, but that is not the reason 
I advocated for Humphrey. Humphrey 
was a research assistant with Professor 
Martin O’Reilly at Uganda Martyrs 
University. Dr. O’Reilly stated: 

With service for 22 years in African coun-
tries, this is the most impressive student and 
human being I have ever known. He is one in 
a million. 

Humphrey is a psychology student. 
His goal is to return to Africa and offer 
counseling services on a continent 
where the psychological scars are so 
deep. We just heard my friend and col-
league from Illinois talking about the 
brutality, the genocide in Sudan. We 
know of what happened in Rwanda. We 
know the scars that need to be healed. 
Humphrey wants to go back and offer 
services where psychological scars are 
deep. Yet his visa application was re-
jected more than once because he could 
not prove to a consular officer that he 
intended to return to Uganda. I called 
that consular officer at one time, not 
to pressure as a Senator but just to ask 
them to take a look at the application. 
Don’t let it just kind of get processed 
run of the mill because we have a proc-
ess now that makes it difficult for stu-
dents to come here. Take a look at it 
and then make a judgment, if the judg-
ment is pretty clear. 

I am happy to say that Humphrey’s 
visa application was finally accepted 
and he began study in January. I fear 
that there are too many people like 
him who will not be educated in Amer-
ica. We will lose not only their wisdom 
but also the chance to show them what 
makes America so great. I believe in 
the tougher measures we implemented 
after September 11, but I think we have 
to be smarter with how we use these 
tools. I think we can strike a better 
balance between security and the value 
of bringing the world here to be edu-
cated. And that is in America’s long- 
term interest. 

I urge my colleagues to consider this 
important issue and to support this 
legislation. It is in many ways a na-
tional security issue, national security 
not just in having a process in place 
that weeds out those who shouldn’t be 
here but long-term national security, 
making sure that America has those 
relationships and those contacts with 
the future leaders of countries around 
this world and gives them the oppor-
tunity to be educated here. Right now 
they are being educated in other 
places, in England and France and Ger-
many. We are missing an opportunity. 
There is no reason. We can do better 
than that. 

Let us look at this issue. It is still 
my first term, and I haven’t finished 
yet. I haven’t finished the second year. 
I know it takes a while to get things 
done. But I think the clock is ticking 
on this issue. Each and every day we 
are missing an opportunity. Each and 

every day as we see the numbers of 
international student applications de-
cline, as we see less and less of the op-
portunities to establish those relation-
ships because of the policies we have in 
place, it cries out for change. 

My legislation offers that change. I 
hope this body considers it, and I hope 
we make the change. As a result, I 
know we will build a stronger America. 
We will build a better America. That is 
the reason I think we are all here. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2715 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Student and Scholar Access Act of 
2004’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The United States has a strategic need 

to improve its student visa screening process 
to protect against terrorists who would 
abuse the system to harm the United States. 

(2) At the same time, openness to inter-
national students and exchange visitors 
serves longstanding and important United 
States foreign policy, educational, and eco-
nomic interests, and the erosion of such ex-
changes is contrary to United States na-
tional security interests. 

(3) Educating successive generations of fu-
ture world leaders in the United States has 
long been an important underpinning of 
United States international influence and 
leadership. 

(4) Open scientific exchange, which enables 
the United States to benefit from the knowl-
edge of the world’s top scientists, has long 
been an important underpinning of United 
States scientific leadership. 

(5) The United States has seen a dramatic 
increase in requests for Visa Mantis checks 
designed to protect against illegal transfers 
of sensitive technology, from 1,000 in fiscal 
year 2000 to 20,000 in fiscal year 2003. 

(6) Delays in issuing Visa Mantis security 
clearances have discouraged some inter-
national scholars from coming to the United 
States. 

(7) International students and their fami-
lies studying in the United States contribute 
close to $12,000,000,000 to the United States 
economy each year, making higher edu-
cation a major service sector export. 

(8) Delays in obtaining student visas have 
discouraged many international students 
from studying in the United States. 

(9) Total international applications to 
graduate schools in the United States for fall 
2004 declined 32 percent from fall 2003. 

(10) The number of international students 
enrolled in the United States, which in raw 
numbers consistently increased over time 
and grew by 6 percent during both the 2000– 
2001 and 2001–2002 school years, leveled off 
dramatically during the 2002–2003 school year 
to an increase of only .6 percent. 

(11) Concerns related to the anticipated 
international student monitoring system 
known as ‘‘SEVIS’’ have contributed to the 
decline in the number of foreign applicants 
to educational institutions in the United 
States. 

(12) The United States requires a visa sys-
tem for exchange programs that maximizes 
United States national security. 
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(13) The United States requires a com-

prehensive strategy for recruiting inter-
national students as well as enhancing the 
access of international students to higher 
education in the United States. 
TITLE I—NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR EN-

HANCING INTERNATIONAL STUDENT 
ACCESS TO THE UNITED STATES 

SEC. 101. STRATEGIC PLAN. 
Not later than 180 days after the date of 

enactment of this Act, the President, in con-
sultation with United States higher edu-
cation institutions, organizations that par-
ticipate in international exchange programs, 
and other appropriate groups, shall submit 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives a strategic plan for enhancing 
international student access to the United 
States for study and exchange activities that 
includes: 

(1) A marketing plan to makes use of Inter-
net and other media resources to promote 
and facilitate study in the United States by 
international students. 

(2) A clear division of responsibility that 
eliminates duplication and promotes inter- 
agency cooperation with regard to the roles 
of the Departments of State, Commerce, 
Education, and Homeland Security in pro-
moting and facilitating access to the United 
States for international student and ex-
change visitors. 

(3) A mechanism for institutionalized co-
ordination of the efforts of Departments of 
State, Commerce, Education, and Homeland 
Security in facilitating access to the United 
States for international student and ex-
change visitors. 

(4) An effective mandate and strategic plan 
for use of the overseas educational advising 
centers of the Department of State to pro-
mote study in the United States and to 
prescreen visa applicants. 

(5) Well-defined lines of authority and re-
sponsibility for international students in the 
Department of Commerce. 

(6) A clear mandate related to inter-
national student access for the Department 
of Education. 

(7) Streamlined procedures within the De-
partment of Homeland Security related to 
international student and exchange visitors. 
SEC. 102. ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President, acting 
through the Secretary State and in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Education, Sec-
retary of Commerce, and Secretary of Home-
land Security shall submit an annual report 
on the implementation of the national strat-
egy developed in accordance with section 101 
to Congress that would describe the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Measures undertaken to enhance inter-
national student access to the United States 
and improve inter-agency coordination with 
regard to international students and ex-
change visitors as provided in section 101. 

(2) Measures taken to implement section 
202. 

(3) The number of student and exchange 
visitors who apply for visas from the United 
States, and the number whose visas are ap-
proved. 

(4) The average processing time for student 
and international visitor visas. 

(5) The number of student and inter-
national visitor visas requiring inter-agency 
review. 

(6) The number of student and inter-
national visitor visas approved after submis-
sion of the visa applications during each of 
the following durations: 

(A) Less than 15 days. 
(B) 15–30 days. 
(C) 31–45 days. 

(D) 46–60 days. 
(E) 61–90 days. 
(F) More than 90 days. 
(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—Not later than 

May 30 of 2005, and annually thereafter 
through 2008, the President shall submit to 
Congress the report described in subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 103. REFORMING SEVIS FEE PROCESS. 

(a) REDUCED FEE FOR SHORT-TERM STUDY.— 
Section 641(e)(4)(A) of the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsibility 
Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1372(e)(4)(A)) is amended 
in the second sentence, by inserting before 
the period the following: ‘‘or the admission 
of an alien under section 101(a)(15)(F) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(15)(F)) for a program that does not ex-
ceed 90 days’’. 

(b) IMPROVING FEE COLLECTION.—Not later 
than 60 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity and the Secretary of State shall jointly 
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the House of Representa-
tives a report on the feasibility of collecting 
the fee required by section 641(e) of the Ille-
gal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1372(e))— 

(1) in local currency at local financial in-
stitutions under procedures established by 
the Secretary of State; and 

(2) by universities as part of a student’s 
tuition and fees. 
SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of State, Department of 
Education, Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, and Department of Commerce such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
activities described in section 101. 
TITLE II—IMPROVING THE VISA PROCESS 
SEC. 201. SENSE OF CONGRESS; PURPOSE. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) improvements in visa processing would 
enhance the national security of the United 
States by— 

(A) permitting closer scrutiny of visa ap-
plicants who might pose risks; and 

(B) permitting the timely adjudication of 
visa applications of those whose presence in 
the United States serves important national 
interests; and 

(2) improvements must include— 
(A) an operational visa policy that articu-

lates the national interest of the United 
States in denying entry to visitors who seek 
to harm the United States and in opening 
entry to legitimate visitors, to guide con-
sular officers in achieving the appropriate 
balance; 

(B) a greater focus by the visa system on 
visitors who require special screening, while 
minimizing delays for legitimate visitors; 

(C) a timely, transparent, and predictable 
visa process, through appropriate guidelines 
for inter-agency review of visa applications; 
and 

(D) a provision of the necessary resources 
to fund a visa processing system that meets 
the requirements of this title. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this title 
to specify the improvements described in 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 202. VISA PROCESSING GUIDANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State— 

(1) shall issue appropriate guidance to con-
sular officers in order to— 

(A) give consulates appropriate discretion 
to grant waivers of personal appearance in 

order to minimize delays for legitimate trav-
elers while permitting more thorough inter-
views of visa applicants in appropriate cases; 

(B) give consulates appropriate discretion 
to allow security clearances under the Visas 
Mantis system to be valid for the duration of 
status or program, in order to avoid repet-
itive reviews of those visitors who leave the 
United States temporarily; and 

(C) establish a presumption of visa ap-
proval for frequent visitors who have pre-
viously been granted visas for the same pur-
pose and who have no status violations; and 

(2) in consultation with the Director of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy and 
appropriate representatives of the United 
States scientific community, shall issue ap-
propriate guidance to consular officers in 
order to refine controls on the entry of visi-
tors who propose to engage in study or re-
search in advanced science and technology in 
order to ensure that only cases of concern, 
and not nonsensitive cases, are subjected to 
special review. 

(b) TIMELINESS STANDARDS.—Not later than 
60 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the President shall institute guidelines 
for inter-agency review of visa applications 
requiring security clearances which estab-
lish the following standards for timeliness in 
international student and visitor visas: 

(1) Establish a 15-day standard for re-
sponses to the Department of State by other 
agencies involved in the clearance process. 

(2) Establish a 30-day standard for com-
pleting the entire inter-agency review and 
advising the consulate of the result of the re-
view. 

(3) Provide for expedited processing of any 
visa application with respect to which a re-
view is not completed within 30 days, and for 
advising the consulate of the delay and the 
estimated processing time remaining. 

(4) Require the establishment of a process 
by which the applicant, or the program to 
which the applicant seeks access, can inquire 
about the application’s status and the esti-
mated processing time remaining. 

(5) Establish a special review process to re-
solve any cases whose resolution is still 
pending after 60 days. 
SEC. 203. INTEROPERABLE DATA SYSTEMS AT 

THE FBI. 
(a) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FBI DIREC-

TOR.—The Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation shall take the steps necessary 
to ensure that— 

(1) the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 
databases and systems used in the National 
Name Check Program are interoperable with 
the requisite databases and systems at the 
Department of State; 

(2) the files of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation are automated and a common data-
base is set up between the field offices and 
headquarters of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation; and 

(3) the Federal Bureau of Investigation has 
full connectivity to the Consular Consoli-
dated Database through the Open Source In-
formation System. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall report to the Committees on the Judi-
ciary of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives on progress in implementing 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 204. SETTING REALISTIC STANDARDS FOR 

VISA EVALUATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(a)(15)(F)(i) of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(15)(F)(i)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘having a residence in a for-
eign country which he has no intention of 
abandoning’’ and inserting ‘‘having the in-
tention, capability, and sufficient financial 
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resources to complete a course of study in 
the United States’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘and solely’’ after ‘‘tempo-
rarily’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Section 214(b) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184(b)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘subparagraph (L) or’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (F), (J), (L), 
or’’. 
SEC. 205. REPORT. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall report to the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives on— 

(1) the feasibility of expediting visa proc-
essing for participants in official exchange 
programs, and for students, scholars, and ex-
change visitors through prescreening of ap-
plicants by sending countries, sending uni-
versities, State Department overseas edu-
cational advising centers, or other appro-
priate entities; 

(2) the feasibility of developing abilities to 
collect biometric data without requiring a 
visit to the Embassy by the visa applicant; 
and 

(3) the implementation of the guidance de-
scribed in subsections (a) and (b) of section 
202, including the training of consular offi-
cers, and the effect of this guidance and 
training on visa processing volume and time-
liness. 
SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
to carry out this Act for the consular affairs 
function of the Department of State, the visa 
application review function of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and for database 
improvements in the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigations as specified in section 203. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 413—ENCOUR-
AGING STATES TO CONSIDER 
ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE 
LEGISLATION TO COMBAT 
HUMAN TRAFFICKING AND 
SLAVERY AND RECOGNIZING 
THE MANY EFFORTS MADE TO 
COMBAT HUMAN TRAFFICKING 
AND SLAVERY 

Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina, 
Mr. LEAHY, and Mrs. CLINTON) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. RES. 413 

Whereas it has been nearly 2 centuries 
since the abolition of the transatlantic slave 
trade, and well over a century since the rati-
fication of the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States; 

Whereas most Americans would be shocked 
to learn that the institutions of slavery and 
involuntary servitude continue to persist 
today—not just around the world, but hidden 
in communities across the United States; 

Whereas according to Federal Government 
estimates, approximately 800,000 human 
beings are bought, sold, or forced across the 
world’s borders each year—including ap-
proximately 16,000 human beings into the 
United States each year—and are coerced 
into lives of forced labor or sexual servitude 
that amount to a modern-day form of slav-
ery; 

Whereas the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, ratified in 
1865, abolishes the institutions of slavery and 
involuntary servitude; 

Whereas numerous provisions of chapter 77 
of title 18 of the United States Code have 
criminalized slavery since 1909; 

Whereas the late Senator Paul Wellstone 
joined in a bipartisan manner with Senator 
Sam Brownback and many other Senators 
and Representatives to advance legislation 
to strengthen those laws, leading to the en-
actment of the Trafficking Victims Protec-
tion Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), which 
was signed into law by President Bill Clin-
ton; 

Whereas Congress made further bipartisan 
improvements to the law when it enacted the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–193), which 
was signed into law by President George W. 
Bush; 

Whereas the Department of Justice, under 
the leadership of its Civil Rights Division, 
has worked during the Clinton and Bush 
presidencies to strengthen anti-trafficking 
laws and to increase its own efforts to com-
bat human trafficking and slavery in light of 
those recent bipartisan enactments; 

Whereas the Trafficking in Persons Office 
of the Department of State continues to 
fight human trafficking around the world; 

Whereas many nongovernmental organiza-
tions have made exceptional contributions 
to the prevention of human trafficking and 
to the care and rehabilitation of victims of 
human trafficking; 

Whereas survivors of human trafficking 
crimes risk their lives and the lives of their 
families to assist in the investigation and 
prosecution of their former captors; 

Whereas effective prosecution of human 
trafficking crimes will not be possible unless 
adequate protections are offered to the sur-
vivors; 

Whereas the fight to eliminate human traf-
ficking and slavery requires the involvement 
of State and local law enforcement officials, 
as well as Federal law enforcement efforts; 

Whereas the enactment of comprehensive 
State laws criminalizing human trafficking 
and slavery may be necessary to ensure that 
Federal efforts are accompanied by robust 
efforts at the State and local levels; 

Whereas the States of Texas, Washington, 
Missouri, and Florida have recently enacted 
comprehensive State criminal laws against 
human trafficking and slavery; 

Whereas the Department of Justice re-
cently announced a comprehensive model 
State anti-trafficking criminal statute, and 
encouraged States to adopt such laws, at its 
first ‘‘National Conference on Human Traf-
ficking,’’ held in Tampa, Florida; and 

Whereas the Department of Justice’s 
model State anti-trafficking criminal stat-
ute is available at the Department’s website, 
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/crim/ 
modellstatellaw.pdf: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the bipartisan efforts of Con-

gress, the Department of Justice, and State 
and local law enforcement officers to combat 
human trafficking and slavery; 

(2) strongly encourages State legisla-
tures to carefully examine the Department 
of Justice’s model State anti-trafficking 
criminal statute, and to seriously consider 
adopting State laws combating human traf-
ficking and slavery wherever such laws do 
not currently exist; 

(3) strongly encourages State legisla-
tures to carefully examine the Federal bene-
fits and protections for victims of human 
trafficking and slavery contained in the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 
and the Trafficking Victims Protection Re-
authorization Act of 2003, and to seriously 

consider adopting State laws that, at a min-
imum, offer these explicit protections to the 
victims; and 

(4) supports efforts to educate and em-
power State and local law enforcement offi-
cers in the identification of victims of 
human trafficking. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 414—ENCOUR-
AGING STATES TO CONSIDER 
ADOPTING COMPREHENSIVE 
LEGISLATION TO COMBAT 
HUMAN TRAFFICKING AND 
SLAVERY AND RECOGNIZING 
THE MANY EFFORTS MADE TO 
COMBAT HUMAN TRAFFICKING 
AND SLAVERY 
Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. SCHU-

MER, Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina, 
Mr. LEAHY, and Mrs. CLINTON) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 414 
Whereas it has been nearly 2 centuries 

since the abolition of the transatlantic slave 
trade, and well over a century since the rati-
fication of the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States; 

Whereas most Americans would be shocked 
to learn that the institutions of slavery and 
involuntary servitude continue to persist 
today—not just around the world, but hidden 
in communities across the United States; 

Whereas according to Federal Government 
estimates, approximately 800,000 human 
beings are bought, sold, or forced across the 
world’s borders each year—including ap-
proximately 16,000 human beings into the 
United States each year—and are coerced 
into lives of forced labor or sexual servitude 
that amount to a modern-day form of slav-
ery; 

Whereas the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, ratified in 
1865, abolishes the institutions of slavery and 
involuntary servitude; 

Whereas numerous provisions of chapter 77 
of title 18 of the United States Code have 
criminalized slavery since 1909; 

Whereas the late Senator Paul Wellstone 
joined in a bipartisan manner with Senator 
Sam Brownback and many other Senators 
and Representatives to advance legislation 
to strengthen those laws, leading to the en-
actment of the Trafficking Victims Protec-
tion Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), which 
was signed into law by President Bill Clin-
ton; 

Whereas Congress made further bipartisan 
improvements to the law when it enacted the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–193), which 
was signed into law by President George W. 
Bush; 

Whereas the Department of Justice, under 
the leadership of its Civil Rights Division, 
has worked during the Clinton and Bush 
presidencies to strengthen anti-trafficking 
laws and to increase its own efforts to com-
bat human trafficking and slavery in light of 
those recent bipartisan enactments; 

Whereas the Trafficking in Persons Office 
of the Department of State continues to 
fight human trafficking around the world; 

Whereas many nongovernmental organiza-
tions have made exceptional contributions 
to the prevention of human trafficking and 
to the care and rehabilitation of victims of 
human trafficking; 

Whereas survivors of human trafficking 
crimes risk their lives and the lives of their 
families to assist in the investigation and 
prosecution of their former captors; 

Whereas effective prosecution of human 
trafficking crimes will not be possible unless 
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adequate protections are offered to the sur-
vivors; 

Whereas the fight to eliminate human traf-
ficking and slavery requires the involvement 
of State and local law enforcement officials, 
as well as Federal law enforcement efforts; 

Whereas the enactment of comprehensive 
State laws criminalizing human trafficking 
and slavery may be necessary to ensure that 
Federal efforts are accompanied by robust 
efforts at the State and local levels; 

Whereas the States of Texas, Washington, 
Missouri, and Florida have recently enacted 
comprehensive State criminal laws against 
human trafficking and slavery; 

Whereas the Department of Justice re-
cently announced a comprehensive model 
State anti-trafficking criminal statute, and 
encouraged States to adopt such laws, at its 
first ‘‘National Conference on Human Traf-
ficking,’’ held in Tampa, Florida; and 

Whereas the Department of Justice’s 
model State anti-trafficking criminal stat-
ute is available at the Department’s website, 
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/crim/ 
modellstatellaw.pdf: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the bipartisan efforts of Con-

gress, the Department of Justice, and State 
and local law enforcement officers to combat 
human trafficking and slavery; 

(2) strongly encourages State legisla-
tures to carefully examine the Department 
of Justice’s model State anti-trafficking 
criminal statute, and to seriously consider 
adopting State laws combating human traf-
ficking and slavery wherever such laws do 
not currently exist; 

(3) strongly encourages State legisla-
tures to carefully examine the Federal bene-
fits and protections for victims of human 
trafficking and slavery contained in the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 
and the Trafficking Victims Protection Re-
authorization Act of 2003, and to seriously 
consider adopting State laws that, at a min-
imum, offer these explicit protections to the 
victims; and 

(4) supports efforts to educate and em-
power State and local law enforcement offi-
cers in the identification of victims of 
human trafficking. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 129—ENCOURAGING THE 
INTERNATIONAL OLYMPIC COM-
MITTEE TO SELECT NEW YORK 
CITY AS THE SITE OF THE 2012 
OLYMPIC GAMES 

Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mrs. 
CLINTON) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation: 

S. CON. RES. 129 

Whereas the Olympic Games further the 
cause of world peace and understanding; 

Whereas the country hosting the Olympic 
Games performs an act of international 
goodwill; 

Whereas if New York City were chosen to 
host the 2012 Olympic Games, there would be 
a substantial local, regional, and national 
economic impact, which would include 7 
years of international sports events, meet-
ings, and related nationwide tourism activ-
ity in New York City; 

Whereas the Olympic movement celebrates 
competition, fair play, and the pursuit of 
dreams; 

Whereas the United States and, in par-
ticular, New York City, celebrate these same 
ideals; and 

Whereas New York City has never hosted 
the Olympic Games: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) encourages the International Olympic 
Committee to choose New York City as the 
site of the 2012 Olympic Games; and 

(2) hopes that the United States will be se-
lected as the host country of the 2012 Olym-
pic Games, and pledges its cooperation and 
support for their successful fulfillment in 
the highest Olympic tradition. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 130—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE 
SUPREME COURT OF THE 
UNITED STATES SHOULD ACT 
EXPEDITIOUSLY TO RESOLVE 
THE CONFUSION AND INCONSIST-
ENCY IN THE FEDERAL CRIMI-
NAL JUSTICE SYSTEM CAUSED 
BY ITS DECISION IN BLAKELY V. 
WASHINGTON, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES 

Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. DEWINE) 
submitted the following concurrent 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. CON. RES. 130 

Whereas Congress enacted the Sentencing 
Reform Act of 1984 to provide certainty and 
fairness in sentencing, avoid unwarranted 
disparities among defendants with similar 
records found guilty of similar offenses, and 
maintain sufficient flexibility to permit in-
dividualized sentences when warranted; 

Whereas Congress established the United 
States Sentencing Commission as an inde-
pendent commission in the Judicial branch 
of the United States to establish sentencing 
policies and practices for the Federal crimi-
nal justice system that meet the purposes of 
sentencing and the core goals of the Sen-
tencing Reform Act; 

Whereas Congress has prescribed both stat-
utory minimum and statutory maximum 
penalties for certain offenses and the Sen-
tencing Reform Act authorizes the Sen-
tencing Commission to promulgate guide-
lines and establish sentencing ranges for the 
use of a sentencing court in determining a 
sentence within the statutory minimum and 
maximum penalties prescribed by Congress; 

Whereas the statutory maximum penalty 
is the maximum penalty provided by the 
statute defining the offense of conviction, in-
cluding any applicable statutory enhance-
ments, and not the upper end of the guide-
line sentencing range promulgated by the 
Sentencing Commission and determined to 
be applicable to a particular defendant; 

Whereas both Congress and the Sentencing 
Commission intended the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines to be applied as a cohe-
sive and integrated whole, and not in a piece-
meal fashion; 

Whereas in Mistretta v. United States, 488 
U.S. 361 (1989), the Supreme Court of the 
United States upheld the constitutionality 
of the Sentencing Reform Act and the Fed-
eral Sentencing Guidelines against separa-
tion-of-powers and non-delegation chal-
lenges; 

Whereas in Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. 
Ct. 2531 (2004), the Supreme Court held that 
the sentencing guidelines of the State of 
Washington violated a defendant’s Sixth 
Amendment right to trial by jury; 

Whereas despite Mistretta and numerous 
other Supreme Court opinions over the past 
15 years affirming the constitutionality of 
various aspects of the Guidelines, the 

Blakely decision has raised concern about 
the continued constitutionality of the Fed-
eral Sentencing Guidelines; 

Whereas the Blakely decision has created 
substantial confusion and uncertainty in the 
Federal criminal justice system; 

Whereas the lower Federal courts have 
reached inconsistent positions on the appli-
cability of Blakely to the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines; 

Whereas there is a split among the circuit 
courts of appeal as to the applicability of 
Blakely to the Federal Sentencing Guide-
lines, and the Second Circuit Court of Ap-
peals has certified the question to the Su-
preme Court; 

Whereas the orderly administration of jus-
tice in pending and resolved trials, 
sentencings and plea negotiations has been 
affected by the uncertainty surrounding the 
applicability of the Blakely decision to the 
Federal Sentencing Guidelines; 

Whereas the current confusion in the lower 
Federal courts has and will continue to 
produce results that disserve the core prin-
ciples underlying the Sentencing Reform 
Act; 

Whereas two and one-half weeks after the 
Supreme Court issued its decision in 
Blakely, the Senate Judiciary Committee 
convened a hearing to consider the implica-
tions of the decision for the Federal criminal 
justice system; and 

Whereas the Department of Justice, the 
Sentencing Commission, and others advised 
the Committee that corrective legislation 
was not necessary at this time, with the 
hope that the Supreme Court would clarify 
the applicability of its Blakely decision to 
the Federal Sentencing Guidelines in an ex-
peditious manner: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), Thatit is the sense of 
Congress that the Supreme Court of the 
United States should act expeditiously to re-
solve the current confusion and inconsist-
ency in the Federal criminal justice system 
by promptly considering and ruling on the 
constitutionality of the Federal Sentencing 
Guidelines. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 21, 2004, at 9:30 a.m., in 
open session to consider the following 
nominations: 

1. Vice Admiral Timothy J. Keating, 
USN, for appointment to the grade of 
Admiral and to be Commander, United 
States Northern Command/Com-
mander, North American Aerospace 
Defense Command; 

2. Lieutenant General Bantz J. 
Craddock, USA, for appointment to the 
grade of General and to be Commander, 
United States Southern Command; 

3. Peter Cyril Wyche Flory to be As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Policy; and 

4. Valerie Lynn Baldwin to be Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army for Finan-
cial Management and Comptroller. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
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Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004, at 10 a.m., to 
conduct an oversight hearing on ‘‘Reg-
ulation N.M.S. and Developments in 
Market Structure.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session on Wednesday, 
July 21, 2004, at 10 a.m., to hear testi-
mony on ‘‘Bridging the Tax Gap.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, July 21, 2004 at 
9:30 a.m. to hold a hearing on ‘‘The 
Multilateral Development Banks.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet on Wednesday, July 
21, 2004, at 10 a.m., to hold a business 
meeting to consider pending com-
mittee business. 

Agenda 

Legislation 

1. S. 1230, a bill to provide for addi-
tional responsibilities for the Chief In-
formation Officer of the Department of 
Homeland Security relating to 
geospatial information. 

2. S. 2347, a bill to amend the District 
of Columbia Access Act of 1999 to per-
manently authorize the public school 
and private school tuition assistance 
programs established under the Act. 

3. S. 2409, a bill to provide for contin-
ued health benefits coverage for cer-
tain federal employees. 

4. S. 2628, a bill to amend chapter 23 
of title 5, United States Code, to clarify 
the disclosures of information pro-
tected from prohibited personnel prac-
tices, require a statement in nondisclo-
sure policies, forms, and agreements 
that such policies, forms, and agree-
ments conform with certain disclosure 
protections, provide certain authority 
for the Special Counsel, and for other 
purposes. 

5. S. 2536, the Homeland Security 
Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Protec-
tion Act of 2004. 

6. S. 2635, a bill to establish an inter-
governmental grant program to iden-
tify and develop homeland security in-
formation, equipment, capabilities, 
technologies, and services to further 
the homeland security needs of Fed-
eral, State, and local governments. 

7. S. 2657, a bill to amend part III of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
for the establishment of programs 
under which supplemental dental and 
vision benefits are made available to 

Federal employees, retirees, and their 
dependents, to expand the contracting 
authority of the Office of Personnel 
Management, and for other purposes. 

8. S. 2639, a bill to reauthorize the 
Congressional Award Act. 

9. S. 2275, the High Risk Nonprofit 
Security Enhancement Act of 2004. 

10. S. 593, Reservists Pay Security 
Act of 2003. 

11. H.R. 3797, the 2004 District of Co-
lumbia Omnibus Authorization Act. 

Post Office Naming Bills 

1. S. 2501/H.R. 4427, a bill to designate 
the facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 73 South Euclid Ave-
nue in Montauk, New York, as the 
‘‘Perry B. Duryea, Jr. Post Office’’. 

2. S. 2640, a bill to designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service 
located at 1050 North Hills Boulevard 
in Reno, Nevada, as the ‘‘Guardians of 
Freedom Memorial Post Office Build-
ing’’ and to authorize the installation 
of a plaque at such site, and for other 
purposes. 

3. H.R. 3340, an act to redesignate the 
facilities of the United States Postal 
Service located at 7715 and 7748 S. Cot-
tage Grove Avenue in Chicago, Illinois, 
as the ‘‘James E. Worsham Post Of-
fice’’ and the ‘‘James E. Worsham Car-
rier Annex Building’’, respectively, and 
for other purposes. 

4. H.R. 4222, an act to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 550 Nebraska Avenue 
in Kansas City, Kansas, as the ‘‘Newell 
George Post Office Building’’. 

5. H.R. 4327, an act to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 7450 Natural Bridge 
Road in St. Louis, Missouri, as the 
‘‘Vitilas ‘Veto’ Reid Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

6. H.R. 4380, an act to designate the 
facility of the United States Postal 
Service located at 4737 Mile Stretch 
Drive in Holiday, Florida, as the ‘‘Ser-
geant First Class Paul Ray Smith Post 
Office Building’’. 

Nominations 

1. Neil McPhine to be Chairman, 
Merit Systems Protection Board. 

2. Barbara J. Sapin to be a Member, 
Merit Systems Protection Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR AND 

PENSION 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet in 
Executive Session during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, July 21, 2004. 

Agenda 

S. ll, Reauthorization of Voca-
tional Education Act. 

S. 2158, Pancreatic Islet Cell Trans-
plantation Act of 2003. 

S. 2283, State High Risk Pool Fund-
ing Extension Act of 2004. 

S. 2493, Drug Importation. 
H.R. 3908, to provide for the convey-

ance of the real property located at 

1081 West Main Street in Ravenna, 
Ohio. 

S. Res. 389—A Sense of the Senate 
that physicians inform prostate cancer 
patients of the benefits and limitations 
of prostate cancer screening and treat-
ment options. 

S. Con. Res. 119—a resolution declar-
ing the week of September 19, 2004, as 
Yellow Ribbon Suicide Awareness and 
Prevention Week dedicated to raising 
awareness about suicide and suicide 
prevention programs. 

Presidential Nominations 

To be a Member of the Board of Di-
rectors of the National Board for Edu-
cation Sciences: Jonathan Baron, of 
Maryland; Elizabeth Bryan, of Texas; 
James R. Davis, of Mississippi; Frank 
H. Handy, of Florida; Eric Hanushek, of 
California; Caroline Hoxby, of Massa-
chusetts; Roberto Lopez, of Texas; 
Richard Milgram, of New Mexico; Sally 
Shaywitz, of Connecticut; Joseph 
Torgesen, of Florida; and Herbert 
Walberg, of Illinois. 

To be a Member of the National 
Council on the Humanities: Herman 
Belz, of Maryland; Craig Haffner, of 
California; James Hunter, of Virginia; 
Tamar Jacoby, of New Jersey; Harvey 
Klehr, of Georgia; Thomas Lindsay, of 
Texas; Iris Love, of Vermont; Thomas 
Mallon, of Connecticut; and Ricardo 
Quinones, of California. 

To be a Member of the Board of Di-
rectors of the United States Institute 
of Peace, Maria Otero, of District of 
Columbia. 

To be Assistant Secretary of Labor, 
Veronica Stidvent. 

To be a Member of the National In-
stitute for Literacy Advisory Board: 
Juan Olivarez and William Hiller. 

Public Health Service Nominees: PN 
1632–2; PN 1633–8; PN 1634–652; and PN 
1511–224. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, July 21, 2004, at 
2 p.m. in Room 216 of the Hart Senate 
Office Building to conduct an oversight 
hearing on pending legislation to reau-
thorize the Indian Health Care Im-
provement Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, July 21, 2004, at 
10 a.m. in Room 485 of the Russell Sen-
ate Office Building to conduct a busi-
ness meeting on pending Committee 
matters, to be followed immediately by 
a hearing on S. 519, the Native Amer-
ican Capital Formation and Economic 
Development Act of 2003. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet to conduct a hearing on 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004, at 10 a.m., on 
‘‘An Overview of the Radiation Expo-
sure Compensation Program’’ in the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building room 
226. 

Witness List 

Panel I: Jeffrey S. Bucholtz, Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General for the 
Civil Division, Department of Justice, 
Washington, DC. 

Panel II: Helen Bandley Houghton, 
San Antonio, TX; Jeffrey Thompson, 
San Antonio, TX; Jeffrey Thompson, 
Jacksonville, AK; Rita Torres, Sur-
prise, AZ. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions, Subcommittee on Chil-
dren and Families and Committee on 
Armed Services, Subcommittee on Per-
sonnel be authorized to meet for a joint 
hearing on The Needs of Military Fam-
ilies: How Are States and the Pentagon 
Responding, Especially for the Guard 
and Reservists? during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, July 21, 
2004., at 2 p.m., in SD–430. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Personnel of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 21, 2004, at 2 p.m., in 
open session to receive testimony on 
how States have responded to military 
families’ unique challenges during 
military deployments and what the 
Federal Government can do to support 
States in this important work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND FORESTS 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Public Lands and For-
ests of the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, July 21, at 2:30 p.m. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 738, to designate 
certain public lands in Humboldt, Del 
Norte, Mendocino, Lake, Napa, and 
Yolo counties in the State of California 
as wilderness, to designate certain seg-
ments of the Black Butte River in 
Mendocino County, California, as a 
wild or scenic river, and for other pur-
poses; S. 1614, to designate a portion of 
White Salmon River as a component of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System; S. 2221, to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to sell or ex-
change certain National Forest System 

land in the State of Oregon, and for 
other purposes; S. 2253, to permit 
young adults to perform projects to 
prevent fire and suppress fires, and pro-
vide disaster relief on public land 
through a Healthy Forest Youth Con-
servation Corps; S. 2334, to designate 
certain National Forest System Land 
in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
as components of the National Wilder-
ness Preservation System; and S. 2408, 
to adjust the boundaries of the Helena, 
Lolo, and Beaverhead-Deerlodge Na-
tional Forests in the State of Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL 
INTERESTS IN MOBILE EQUIP-
MENT AND PROTOCOL TO CON-
VENTION ON INTERNATIONAL IN-
TERESTS IN MOBILE EQUIPMENT 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 25, treaty document 
No. 108–10 on today’s Executive Cal-
endar. I further ask unanimous consent 
that the treaty be considered as having 
passed through its various parliamen-
tary stages up to and including the 
presentation of the resolution of ratifi-
cation; further, that the committee 
declaration be agreed to, that any 
statements be printed in the RECORD, 
and the Senate immediately proceed to 
a vote on the resolution of ratification; 
further, that when the resolution of 
ratification is voted on, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, the 
President be notified of the Senate’s 
action following the disposition of the 
treaty, and the Senate return to legis-
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The treaty will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Treaty document No. 108–14, Convention on 

International Interests in Mobile Equipment 
and Protocol to Convention on International 
Interests in Mobile Equipment. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
for a division vote on the resolution of 
ratification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A divi-
sion is requested. Senators in favor of 
the resolution of ratification will stand 
and be counted. 

Those opposed will stand and be 
counted. 

On a division, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present and voting having voted 
in the affirmative, the resolution of 
ratification is agreed to. 

The Resolution of Ratification is as 
follows: 

TREATY DOCUMENT 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), 
SECTION 1. SENATE ADVICE AND CONSENT SUB-

JECT TO DECLARATIONS. 
The Senate advises and consents to the 

ratification of the Convention on Inter-

national Interests in Mobile Equipment 
(hereafter in this resolution referred to as 
the ‘‘Convention’’) and the Protocol to the 
Convention on International Interests in Mo-
bile Equipment on Matters Specific to Air-
craft Equipment (hereafter in this resolution 
referred to as the ‘‘Protocol’’), concluded at 
Cape Town, South Africa, November 16, 2001 
(T. Doc. 108–10), subject to the declarations 
of section 2 and section 3. 
SEC. 2. DECLARATIONS RELATIVE TO THE CON-

VENTION. 
The advice and consent of the Senate 

under section 1 is subject to the following 
declarations relative to the Convention: 

(1) Pursuant to Article 39 of the Conven-
tion— 

(A) all categories of non-consensual rights 
or interests which under United States law 
have and will in the future have priority 
over an interest in an object equivalent to 
that of the holder of a registered inter-
national interest shall to that extent have 
priority over a registered international in-
terest, whether in or outside insolvency pro-
ceedings; and 

(B) nothing in the Convention shall affect 
the right of the United States or that of any 
entity thereof, any intergovernmental orga-
nization in which the United States is a 
member State, or other private provider of 
public services in the United States to arrest 
or detain an aircraft object under United 
States law for payment of amounts owed to 
any such entity, organization, or provider di-
rectly relating to the services provided by it 
in respect of that object or another object. 

(2) Pursuant to Article 54 of the Conven-
tion, all remedies available to the creditor 
under the Convention or Protocol which are 
not expressed under the relevant provision 
thereof to require application to the court 
may be exercised, in accordance with United 
States law, without leave of the court. 
SEC. 3. DECLARATIONS RELATIVE TO THE PRO-

TOCOL. 
The advice and consent of the Senate 

under section 1 is subject to the following 
declarations relative to the Protocol: 

(1) Pursuant to Article XXX of the Pro-
tocol— 

(A) the United States will apply Article 
VIII of the Protocol; 

(B) the United States will apply Article XII 
of the Protocol; and 

(C) the United States will apply Article 
XIII of the Protocol. 

(2)(A) Pursuant to Article XIX of the Pro-
tocol— 

(i) the Federal Aviation Administration, 
acting through its Aircraft Registry, FAA 
Aeronautical Center, 6400 South MacArthur 
Boulevard, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73125, 
shall be the entry point at which informa-
tion required for registration in respect of 
airframes or helicopters pertaining to civil 
aircraft of the United States or aircraft to 
become a civil aircraft of the United States 
shall be transmitted, and in respect of air-
craft engines may be transmitted, to the 
International Registry; and 

(ii) the requirements of chapter 441 of title 
49, United States Code, and part 49 of title 14, 
Code of Federal Regulations, shall be fully 
complied with before such information is 
transmitted at the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration to the International Registry. 

(B) For purposes of the designation in sub-
paragraph (A)(i) and the requirements in 
subparagraph (A)(ii), information is trans-
mitted at the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion in accordance with procedures estab-
lished under United States law. 

(C) In this paragraph, the term ‘‘civil air-
craft of the United States’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 40102(17) of title 
49, United States Code. 
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

f 

CAPE TOWN TREATY 
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2004 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commerce 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of H.R. 4226, and the Sen-
ate proceed to its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 4226) to amend title 49, United 

States Code, to make certain conforming 
changes to provisions governing the registra-
tion of aircraft and the recordation of instru-
ments in order to implement the Convention 
on International Interests in Mobile Equip-
ment and the Protocol to the Convention on 
International Interests in Mobile Equipment 
on Matters Specific to Aircraft Equipment, 
known as the ‘‘Cape Town Treaty.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
read a third time and passed, and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 4226) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER 
ACT OF 2004 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 636, S. 2249. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2249) to amend the Stewart B. 

McKinney Homeless Assistance Act to pro-
vide for emergency food and shelter. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
read a third time and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 2249) was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

S. 2249 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency 
Food and Shelter Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 322 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11352) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 322. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this title $160,000,000 for fiscal 

year 2005, $170,000,000 for fiscal year 2006, and 
$180,000,000 for fiscal year 2007.’’. 
SEC. 3. NAME CHANGE TO NOMINATING ORGANI-

ZATION. 
Section 301(b) of the Stewart B. McKinney 

Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11331(b)) 
is amended by striking paragraph (5) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(5) United Jewish Communities.’’. 
SEC. 4. PARTICIPATION OF HOMELESS INDIVID-

UALS ON LOCAL BOARDS. 
Section 316(a) of the Stewart B. McKinney 

Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11346(a)) 
is amended by striking paragraph (6) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(6) guidelines requiring each local board 
to include in their membership not less than 
1 homeless individual, former homeless indi-
vidual, homeless advocate, or recipient of 
food or shelter services, except that such 
guidelines may waive the requirement of 
this paragraph for any board that is unable 
to meet such requirement if the board other-
wise consults with homeless individuals, 
former homeless individuals, homeless advo-
cates, or recipients of food or shelter serv-
ices.’’. 

f 

60TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
WARSAW UPRISING 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. Con. Res. 125 and 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Con. Res. 125) recognizing 

the 60th anniversary of the Warsaw Uprising 
during World War II. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table and 
any statements related to the resolu-
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 125) was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 125 

Whereas August 1, 2004, marks the 60th an-
niversary of the Warsaw Uprising, when 
against seemingly insurmountable odds and 
extreme hardships, Polish citizens revolted 
against the Nazi occupiers in Warsaw, Po-
land, in one of the most heroic battles during 
World War II; 

Whereas the Warsaw Uprising was a part of 
a nationwide resistance against the Nazi oc-
cupation, was started by the underground 
Home Army, and lasted 63 days; 

Whereas the Polish resistance, many of 
them teenagers, while heavily outnumbered 
and armed with mostly homemade weapons, 
fought bravely against the German soldiers 
and lost approximately 250,000 civilians and 
troops; 

Whereas, to punish Poland for the uprising, 
the Nazis systematically razed 70 percent of 
Warsaw, including monuments, cultural 
treasures, and historical buildings; 

Whereas the heroism and spirit of the Pol-
ish resistance are an inspiration to all peo-
ples in their pursuit of liberty and democ-
racy and are evident today in Polish con-
tributions to the global war against ter-
rorism and the more than 2,300 Polish troops 
currently deployed in Operation Iraqi Free-
dom; and 

Whereas the heroic undertaking of the Pol-
ish underground represents one of the most 
important contributions to the Allied war ef-
fort during World War II and remains vener-
ated in the Polish consciousness, even for 
the generations born after it ended: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress recog-
nizes the 60th anniversary of the Warsaw Up-
rising during World War II which will forever 
serve as a symbol of heroism in the face of 
great adversity and the pursuit of freedom. 

f 

COMBATING HUMAN TRAFFICKING 
IN SLAVERY 

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of S. Res. 414, which was 
submitted earlier today by Senator 
CORNYN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 414) encouraging 

States to consider adopting comprehensive 
legislation to combat human trafficking in 
slavery and recognizing the many efforts 
made to combat human trafficking and slav-
ery. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
want to speak on the resolution that I 
believe will be passed by unanimous 
consent of the Senate which pertains 
to something I thought we would never 
be talking about now in the year 2004, 
and that is human slavery and traf-
ficking in human beings. 

The good work that has been done by 
the U.S. Congress, since, of course, the 
ratification of the 13th amendment in 
1865 abolishing slavery and involuntary 
servitude, includes a remarkable tradi-
tion, and a bipartisan tradition, I 
might add, starting, after 1865, in 1909, 
when the United States Code 
criminalized slavery. 

In 2000, the late Senator Paul 
Wellstone and Senator SAM BROWNBACK 
joined together as the lead sponsors, 
together with a number of other Sen-
ators and Representatives, to advance 
legislation to strengthen those laws, 
specifically the Trafficking Victims 
Protection Act of 2000, which was later 
signed into law by President Bill Clin-
ton. That legislation was reauthorized 
in 2003 by a bipartisan effort and signed 
into law by President George W. Bush. 

I expressly recognize the contribu-
tions of Senator SCHUMER, Senator 
GRAHAM of South Carolina, Senator 
LEAHY of Vermont, and Senator CLIN-
TON, who joined in cosponsoring this 
resolution. Indeed, this resolution lays 
out the terrible tale of the fact that as 
many as 800,000 human beings are lit-
erally bought and sold worldwide into 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:18 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00075 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S21JY4.REC S21JY4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8570 July 21, 2004 
some form of slavery or involuntary 
servitude. Approximately 16,000 of 
those human beings are brought into 
the United States each year, coerced 
into lives of forced labor or sexual ser-
vitude which, of course, is another way 
of describing slavery. 

This has been a bipartisan effort. It 
is refreshing to know, particularly dur-
ing an election year where there are 
differences that divide us, where we 
know sometimes the rhetoric gets a lit-
tle overwrought, that we can come to-
gether on such an important issue. 

The fact is the current administra-
tion has responded to the call by dra-
matically increasing efforts into devot-
ing substantially more resources to-
ward combating human trafficking. 
This has been done principally under 
the auspices of the civil rights division 
at the Justice Department which has 
prosecuted and convicted three times 
the number of traffickers over the past 
3 years as had been done in the pre-
ceding 3 years, three times more in this 
last 3 years than had been done in the 
preceding 3 years. 

The Department of Justice has cre-
ated the Office of Special Counsel for 
Trafficking Issues to coordinate 
antitrafficking efforts. It has also pub-
lished educational and awareness-rais-
ing materials and circulated them to 
officials across America and provided 
assistance to victims of this traf-
ficking by installing among other 
things a toll-free hotline. Last week 
the Department of Justice sponsored a 
historic national conference on human 
trafficking in Tampa, FL, bringing to-
gether Federal, State, and local offi-
cials, social service agencies, and non-
governmental organizations to provide 
training and coordination to 
antihuman trafficking efforts across 
the country as provided in the fiscal 
year 2004 appropriations bill. 

The problem we uncovered was 
brought home during a recent hearing I 
chaired for the Subcommittee on the 
Constitution, Civil Rights, and Prop-
erty Rights of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. We heard testimony about the 
men, women, and children who con-
tinue to be trafficked into the United 
States. Each of these stories is tragic, 
disturbing, and heartrending. It is hard 
to imagine that this sort of thing con-
tinues to happen today. Let me men-
tion two of them. 

In January of 2004, several defendants 
were sentenced to prison terms ranging 
from 4 months to 14 years after a ring-
leader of a human trafficking ring ad-
mitted to running a human trafficking 
operation bringing women from Cen-
tral America and then holding them in 
this country once they were smuggled 
into the country. They were held 
against their will. Many of them were 
sexually assaulted. All of them were 
forced to work against their will until 
their smuggling fees were paid by their 
families. 

Another instance involved a research 
assistant and his wife at a university 
located in my State of Texas who were 

prosecuted for leading a trafficking 
ring that victimized young women. 
These young women were brought from 
Uzbekistan. They were lured to the 
United States by promises of lucrative 
modeling jobs, extravagant lifestyles, 
and also based on the promise that 
they would be able to bring their fami-
lies once they were established here in 
the United States. 

The defendants in this case used 
fraudulently obtained J–1 visas to 
bring women into the United States 
through El Paso, TX. The visas pur-
ported to show that the women were 
scientists traveling to the United 
States to do scientific research. But 
once here, their immigration docu-
ments were confiscated, and these 
women were forced to work at local 
strip clubs for the benefit of the de-
fendants who ultimately collected 
more than $700,000 as a result of their 
criminal enterprise. These defendants 
were ultimately convicted and sen-
tenced to 5 years in prison and ordered 
to pay more than a half million dollars 
in restitution to their victims. 

One of the things that was brought 
home to me as a result of this hearing 
was that the same routes, the same 
criminal enterprises that engage in 
smuggling of human beings, who prey 
on their hopes or their desire for jobs 
and economic opportunity, it is the 
same people in many instances and the 
same routes and organizations that en-
gage in illegal smuggling of human 
beings who want nothing more than to 
be able to come here and work and 
then send money home to their fami-
lies. It is just that the ones who are the 
victims of this trafficking are not freed 
when they are brought into this coun-
try but literally kept in involuntary 
servitude and slavery, some approxi-
mately 16,000, we think, although the 
numbers have to be suspect. They have 
to be low because, indeed, we know the 
victims of this activity are reluctant 
to come forward because they may 
have come illegally into the country. 

This is a persistent problem, one that 
touches on a larger issue, and that is, 
as we go forward with border security 
measures, to try to make sure that we 
protect our sovereign borders and to 
make sure our immigration laws are 
brought into modern times and the re-
alities of our demand and indeed our 
reliance on labor provided by immi-
grants in this country. I hope we will 
view this as one of the terrible symp-
toms of a larger problem, and that is 
the need for us, as we establish the se-
curity of our borders, consistent with 
the post 9/11 world, that we also ad-
dress the need to bring our immigra-
tion laws into this century. The Presi-
dent’s call for immigration reform is 
part of it. 

Particularly for those who are, once 
they are brought into this country 
based on promises of jobs and oppor-
tunity, but then enslaved, that we re-
double our efforts to make sure we 
bring an end to this scourge. 

I appreciate the bipartisan effort we 
have seen, the expressions of support 

for the work that has been done across 
the years by this administration, by 
previous administrations in combating 
the scourge of human slavery. I com-
mend the Justice Department in par-
ticular for tripling the number of pros-
ecutions they have obtained in these 
last 3 years over the preceding 3 years. 
This is a fight worth fighting. These 
are some of the most vulnerable vic-
tims we could possibly imagine. Their 
punishment is well deserved. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
come to the floor to speak about a bi-
partisan measure; that is, the resolu-
tion Senator CORNYN and I are submit-
ting on human trafficking. I thank my 
friend from Texas for working with me 
to address this growing problem that 
devastates the lives of so many. 

Human trafficking is one of the most 
heinous crimes in our world today. Ev-
eryone knows it is a heinous crime to 
take a person, often a young woman, 
kidnap her, and put her into, basically, 
sexual servitude. It is an absolute 
abomination. 

What I think most people are not 
aware of is the large number of people 
who are so enslaved. Our State Depart-
ment estimates 800,000 people are traf-
ficked across international borders 
each year. Some are for domestic slav-
ery, some are for farm slavery, and 
many are for sexual servitude. 

According to these State Department 
estimates, approximately three-quar-
ters of those trafficked are female, and 
70 percent of these women are traf-
ficked for sexual exploitation. So a lit-
tle quick math would indicate it is 
pretty close to 400,000 a year who are 
engaged in sexual exploitation, and you 
cannot be too relieved that the other 
half are in other kinds of slavery. 

The victims are kidnapped or lured 
with false promises of money, and then 
thrown into slavery. Their captors sub-
ject their victims to forced prostitu-
tion. They are sexually assaulted some-
times 20 times a day. The lack of pro-
tection against HIV and AIDS means 
an effective death sentence for many 
sexual trafficking victims. 

The victims of forced labor fare only 
slightly better. 

In the vast majority of cases, they 
are worked to near death. They are 
routinely assaulted, sometimes killed. 
The truly sad fact is that at least half 
of the human trafficking victims are 
children, sometimes as young as 9 or 10 
years old. The traffickers abuse the 
children, keep them in line by threat-
ening to kill their parents or other 
family members if they don’t comply. 
Beatings and rape are part of their ev-
eryday experience. Their lives are more 
horrific than many of us could even 
imagine. To think I am the father of 
two daughters, just think of your 
young children being put in this situa-
tion, and you can see the gravity and 
the horror of the situation. 

Here is another thing I will bet most 
Americans are not aware of. We think 
maybe this is happening in Africa or 
Asia or Europe. No, it is also occurring 
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right here in the United States. Six-
teen thousand people are trafficked 
into the United States every year. 
Most are forced into sexual slavery in 
our own country. I have read in news-
papers in New York about how some of 
these rings have been exposed. It is 
often among immigrant groups, but we 
are not immune. 

We have taken some important 
strides against this evil. In the year 
2000, President Clinton signed into law 
the bipartisan Trafficking Victims 
Protection Act. This act gave law en-
forcement real tools to fight against 
sexual trafficking and the money to 
fund that fight. Last year I was proud 
to join Senator BROWNBACK as the 
Democratic sponsor of the Trafficking 
Victims Protection Reauthorization 
Act of 2003. 

Of course, with the death of Senator 
Wellstone, who had been such a leader 
on this issue, a void has been left. I am 
doing my best to at least fill a little bit 
of it. We added new tools to fight 
against these traffickers and refined 
the tools we already had created to 
better serve law enforcement. We have 
made some strides. The laws are work-
ing. But the bottom line is, there is 
still a whole lot more to be done. 

I am pleased to join Senator CORNYN 
today in sponsoring this resolution. I 
thank him for his important work on 
this issue. The resolution recognizes 
the fact we need more awareness of 
this horrible crime, particularly at the 
State and local level. State and local 
law enforcement officers are often the 
first point of contact with victims in 
trafficking in the course of their nor-
mal work. This resolution puts the 
Senate on record supporting efforts to 
educate and empower State and local 
law enforcement officers in identifying 
trafficking victims. By raising aware-
ness at the State and local level, we 
can better make use of the many tools 
we have in this fight. 

T-visas are a vital part of the fight 
against sex trafficking. These visas en-
able victims of trafficking to testify 
against their traffickers and help put 
these criminals in jail. We have had the 
situation where we have the victims 
and they are sent home, and the people 
who did it go free. Currently, we issue 
less than 2 percent of the T-visas avail-
able, and yet we know that tens of 
thousands of victims go without T- 
visas every year, condemning them to 
lives of abuse and terror instead of the 
protection they deserve and that is 
available under the visa. 

By educating and empowering State 
and local law enforcement officers to 
recognize trafficking crimes and rais-
ing awareness of this issue, we can 
identify more victims and get them the 
help they need and, most importantly, 
take their traffickers off the streets. 
We are also calling on the States to do 
a close examination of their current 
laws to see if they are adequate in the 
face of the human trafficking threat. 

We must make sure we are prepared 
to deal with this crime at all levels. We 

must also make sure the victims of 
trafficking receive the same level of 
services regardless of what laws are 
used to prosecute their traffickers. 

Far too often we find ourselves at 
odds with one another in the Senate. 
Our efforts on this issue show we can 
work together in a bipartisan way to 
protect some of the most endangered 
children in our world and put some of 
the most awful criminals behind bars. 
This resolution is an important step in 
the battle to save the lives of hundreds 
of thousands of women and children 
who are trafficked each year. 

Along with Senator CORNYN, I urge 
my colleagues to support its imme-
diate passage. Together, if we work 
hard, we can greatly and dramatically 
reduce this horrible crime. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from New York for 
submitting the resolution about which 
he has just spoken. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am 
pleased to sponsor this anti-trafficking 
resolution with Senators CORNYN, 
SCHUMER, LINDSEY GRAHAM, and CLIN-
TON, and to have worked with Senator 
CORNYN to emphasize the bipartisan 
commitment to eliminate trafficking. 
The resolution encourages States to 
join the 106th and 108th Congresses in 
passing legislation to combat human 
trafficking. 

We cannot know with any certainty 
how many people are trafficked, but 
some experts estimate that nearly a 
million people worldwide every year 
are bought, sold, or trafficked, with 
about 16,000 of those people trafficked 
to the United States. These people are 
forced into involuntary servitude or, 
often, prostitution. Until recently, this 
issue was not a priority for govern-
ments around the world, but we are 
seeing signs of change, some prompted 
by our passage in 2000 of the bipartisan 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act, 
(TVPA) and last year’s reauthorization 
of that law. 

In 2000, I served on the conference 
committee for the TVPA, which passed 
in the House and Senate by over-
whelming margins and was signed by 
President Clinton, whose Justice De-
partment was intimately involved in 
the legislative process. This bill—on 
which our late colleague Senator 
Wellstone worked so tirelessly—sig-
naled a bipartisan congressional com-
mitment to the prosecution of traf-
fickers and the protection of their vic-
tims. I am proud to have played a role 
in creating the law, and in reauthor-
izing it. 

In forging the TVPA, Senators 
Wellstone and BROWNBACK, and Con-
gressmen CHRISTOPHER SMITH and 
GEJDENSEN, sought both to eliminate 
trafficking at home and to make com-
bating trafficking and slavery a foreign 
policy priority. We are seeing signs of 
progress in this area, and I believe we 
will see even more if States become 
more involved in this issue. 

Combating trafficking has been a bi-
partisan issue. Senators and Represent-
atives who are otherwise ideological 
opposites have worked together closely 
on anti-trafficking legislation, and the 
Justice Departments under both Presi-
dent Clinton and Bush have made it a 
priority to prosecute those who would 
deprive others of their most basic lib-
erties. This resolution, too, provides an 
example of Senators from both sides of 
the aisle working together to further 
the cause of eliminating trafficking by 
punishing its perpetrators. I urge the 
Senate to pass it today. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and any statements be 
printed in the appropriate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 414) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 

S. RES. 414 

Whereas it has been nearly 2 centuries 
since the abolition of the transatlantic slave 
trade, and well over a century since the rati-
fication of the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States; 

Whereas most Americans would be shocked 
to learn that the institutions of slavery and 
involuntary servitude continue to persist 
today—not just around the world, but hidden 
in communities across the United States; 

Whereas according to Federal Government 
estimates, approximately 800,000 human 
beings are bought, sold, or forced across the 
world’s borders each year—including ap-
proximately 16,000 human beings into the 
United States each year—and are coerced 
into lives of forced labor or sexual servitude 
that amount to a modern-day form of slav-
ery; 

Whereas the 13th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, ratified in 
1865, abolishes the institutions of slavery and 
involuntary servitude; 

Whereas numerous provisions of chapter 77 
of title 18 of the United States Code have 
criminalized slavery since 1909; 

Whereas the late Senator Paul Wellstone 
joined in a bipartisan manner with Senator 
Sam Brownback and many other Senators 
and Representatives to advance legislation 
to strengthen those laws, leading to the en-
actment of the Trafficking Victims Protec-
tion Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), which 
was signed into law by President Bill Clin-
ton; 

Whereas Congress made further bipartisan 
improvements to the law when it enacted the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–193), which 
was signed into law by President George W. 
Bush; 

Whereas the Department of Justice, under 
the leadership of its Civil Rights Division, 
has worked during the Clinton and Bush 
presidencies to strengthen anti-trafficking 
laws and to increase its own efforts to com-
bat human trafficking and slavery in light of 
those recent bipartisan enactments; 

Whereas the Trafficking in Persons Office 
of the Department of State continues to 
fight human trafficking around the world; 

Whereas many nongovernmental organiza-
tions have made exceptional contributions 
to the prevention of human trafficking and 
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to the care and rehabilitation of victims of 
human trafficking; 

Whereas survivors of human trafficking 
crimes risk their lives and the lives of their 
families to assist in the investigation and 
prosecution of their former captors; 

Whereas effective prosecution of human 
trafficking crimes will not be possible unless 
adequate protections are offered to the sur-
vivors; 

Whereas the fight to eliminate human traf-
ficking and slavery requires the involvement 
of State and local law enforcement officials, 
as well as Federal law enforcement efforts; 

Whereas the enactment of comprehensive 
State laws criminalizing human trafficking 
and slavery may be necessary to ensure that 
Federal efforts are accompanied by robust 
efforts at the State and local levels; 

Whereas the States of Texas, Washington, 
Missouri, and Florida have recently enacted 
comprehensive State criminal laws against 
human trafficking and slavery; 

Whereas the Department of Justice re-
cently announced a comprehensive model 
State anti-trafficking criminal statute, and 
encouraged States to adopt such laws, at its 
first ‘‘National Conference on Human Traf-
ficking,’’ held in Tampa, Florida; and 

Whereas the Department of Justice’s 
model State anti-trafficking criminal stat-
ute is available at the Department’s website, 
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/crim/ 
modellstatellaw.pdf: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the bipartisan efforts of Con-

gress, the Department of Justice, and State 
and local law enforcement officers to combat 
human trafficking and slavery; 

(2) strongly encourages State legislatures 
to carefully examine the Department of Jus-
tice’s model State anti-trafficking criminal 
statute, and to seriously consider adopting 
State laws combating human trafficking and 
slavery wherever such laws do not currently 
exist; 

(3) strongly encourages State legislatures 
to carefully examine the Federal benefits 
and protections for victims of human traf-
ficking and slavery contained in the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 and 
the Trafficking Victims Protection Reau-
thorization Act of 2003, and to seriously con-
sider adopting State laws that, at a min-
imum, offer these explicit protections to the 
victims; and 

(4) supports efforts to educate and em-
power State and local law enforcement offi-
cers in the identification of victims of 
human trafficking. 

f 

EXPEDITIOUS SUPREME COURT 
ACTION IN BLAKELY V. WASH-
INGTON 

Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate proceed to the immediate 
consideration of S. Con. Res. 130. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 130) 

expressing the sense of Congress that the Su-
preme Court of the United States should act 
expeditiously to resolve the confusion and 
inconsistency in the Federal criminal justice 
system caused by its decision in Blakely v. 
Washington, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, S. 
Con. Res. 130 expresses the sense of 
Congress that the Supreme Court 

should expedite consideration of the 
applicability of Blakely v. United 
States to the Federal Sentencing 
Guidelines. 

As one of the original cosponsors of 
the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984, 
which created the United States Sen-
tencing Commission, and a proponent 
of reducing sentencing disparity across 
the nation, I have a strong interest in 
preserving the integrity of the Federal 
guidelines against constitutional at-
tack. Congress enacted the Sentencing 
Reform Act to reduce unwarranted dis-
parity in Federal sentencing, including 
racial, geographical, and other unfair 
sentencing disparities by establishing 
standardized sentencing rules while 
leaving judges enough discretion to im-
pose just sentences in appropriate 
cases. 

As many here may already know, 
criminal defendants are routinely sen-
tenced by judges who decide sentencing 
facts based upon a preponderance of 
the evidence standard. This has all 
changed in recent weeks. On June 24, 
2004, in Blakely v. Washington, the Su-
preme Court held that any fact that in-
creases the maximum penalty under a 
State statutory sentencing guidelines 
scheme must be presented to a jury and 
proved beyond a reasonable doubt even 
though the defendant’s sentence falls 
below the statutory maximum sen-
tence. 

Although the Supreme Court explic-
itly stated in a footnote that ‘‘The 
Federal Guidelines are not before us, 
and we express no opinion on them,’’ it 
also characterized the government’s 
amicus brief as questioning whether 
differences between the State and Fed-
eral sentencing schemes are constitu-
tionally significant. The ambiguity ap-
parent in Blakely and the strong sug-
gestions by the dissent that it will 
apply to the Federal sentencing guide-
lines, has understandably created angst 
throughout the Federal justice system. 

In just 21⁄2 weeks after the Supreme 
Court’s decision, we already had a split 
among the Federal circuit courts of ap-
peal. In addition, at least two dozen 
lower Federal courts—and probably 
many more—have ruled the Federal 
Sentencing Guidelines unconstitu-
tional. Some judges disregard the Fed-
eral sentencing guidelines in their en-
tirety. Other judges apply mitigating 
sentencing factors but disregard any 
relevant aggravating factors. Still 
other judges are convening juries to de-
cide some of these sentencing facts. 

In fact, as I learned when the Judici-
ary Committee held a hearing on this 
very issue just last week, in my home 
State of Utah, the district judges 
adopted four different approaches to 
sentencing defendants after Blakely. 

Let me briefly describe a couple of 
examples of the havoc caused by this 
Blakely decision. I’m sure we all recall 
Dwight Watson, the man who sat in a 
tractor last year outside the U.S. Cap-
itol for 47 hours and threatened to blow 
up the area with organophosphate 
bombs. The day before the Blakely 

opinion, Mr. Watson was sentenced to a 
6-year prison sentence. Less than a 
week after the Supreme Court’s opin-
ion, he was resentenced to 16 months, 
which was essentially time served. He 
is now a free man. 

A defendant in West Virginia had an 
offense level that was off the sen-
tencing charts. Although he would 
have been subject to a life sentence 
under the guidelines, the statutory 
maximum penalty was 20 years. He was 
given a 20-year sentence three days be-
fore Blakely was decided. A week later, 
his sentence was drastically reduced to 
12 months. The judge did not rely on 
any relevant conduct or any sentencing 
enhancements in calculating the de-
fendant’s sentence. In other words, he 
only applied a portion of the sen-
tencing guidelines—those that he 
thought remained valid after Blakely. 

The concurrent resolution I intro-
duce today urges the Supreme Court to 
act expeditiously to resolve whether 
the Federal sentencing guidelines can 
be constitutionally applied in light of 
Blakely v. Washington. While I wish we 
could have done more, unfortunately, 
we were unable to do so in such a short 
period of time. 

As we go forward, I believe we should 
adopt legislation that would render the 
Federal sentencing guidelines constitu-
tional regardless of whether Blakely 
applies. Unfortunately, while I have 
worked diligently with my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle and in both 
Houses, we simply just ran out of time. 
While I hope that the Supreme Court 
will find application of the Federal sen-
tencing guidelines constitutional under 
the 6th Amendment, I will continue to 
work with my colleagues over the next 
several months in preparation of a con-
tingency plan to ensure that regardless 
of what the Supreme Court decides, 
that we will be able to preserve a sys-
tem that promotes uniformity and re-
duces sentencing disparity across this 
country. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Su-
preme Court’s decision last month in 
Blakely v. Washington has raised sig-
nificant concerns about the validity of 
the Federal sentencing guidelines. 
Blakely held that sentencing proce-
dures used by the State of Washington 
violated the defendant’s constitutional 
right to a jury trial because they al-
lowed the judge to impose an enhanced 
sentence based on facts that were nei-
ther found by a jury nor admitted by 
the defendant. 

Within days of this decision, a split 
developed among the Federal district 
and circuit courts regarding the appli-
cability of Blakely to the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines, and one circuit 
court invoked a rarely used procedural 
mechanism to certify the question to 
the Supreme Court. Lower Federal 
courts continue to reach inconsistent 
positions on Blakely issues on vir-
tually a daily basis. By all accounts, 
the confusion and uncertainty is frus-
trating the orderly administration of 
justice in courts across the country. 
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Two and one-half weeks after the 

Court issued its Blakely decision, the 
Senate Judiciary Committee convened 
a hearing to consider the implications 
of the decision for the Federal criminal 
justice system. As witness after wit-
ness described the disarray in the lower 
Federal courts, it became increasingly 
clear that the not-hypothetical appli-
cation of Blakely to the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines is threatening to 
undo 20 years of sentencing reform. 

Twenty years after enactment of the 
Sentencing Reform Act of 1984, we 
must remind ourselves about the core 
values and principles that accounted 
for the bipartisan popularity of the 
original Federal Guidelines concept. 
The 1984 act was written and enacted 
against a history of racial, geo-
graphical, and other unfair disparities 
in sentencing. Congress sought to nar-
row these disparities while leaving 
judges enough discretion to do justice 
in the particular circumstances of each 
individual case. The task of harmo-
nizing sentencing policies was delib-
erately placed in the hands of an inde-
pendent, expert Sentencing Commis-
sion. 

The Guidelines as originally con-
ceived were about fairness, consist-
ency, predictability, reasoned discre-
tion, and minimizing the role of con-
gressional politics and the ideology of 
the individual judge in sentencing. 
Blakely threatens a return to the bad 
old days of fully indeterminate sen-
tencing when improper factors such as 
race, geography and the predilections 
of the sentencing judge could dras-
tically affect the sentence. While I 
favor Federal judges exercising their 
discretion in pursuit of individual jus-
tice in individual cases, I do not want 
to see a return to the bad old days. 

It may be that the Blakely decision 
was occasioned in part by recent tin-
kering with the Sentencing Reform Act 
that went too far. In recent years, Con-
gress has seriously undermined the 
basic structure and fairness of the Fed-
eral Guidelines system through pos-
turing and ideology. There has been a 
flood of legislation establishing manda-
tory minimum sentences for an ever- 
increasing number of offenses, deter-
mined by politics rather than any sys-
temic analysis of the relative serious-
ness of different crimes. There has been 
ever-increasing pressure on the Sen-
tencing Commission and on individual 
district court judges to increase Guide-
lines sentences. The culmination of 
these unfortunate trends was the so- 
called Feeney Amendment to the PRO-
TECT Act, in which this Congress cut 
the Commission out altogether and re-
wrote large sections of the Guidelines 
manual, including commentary, and in 
which Congress also provided for a ju-
dicial ‘‘black list’’ to intimidate judges 
whose sentences were insufficiently 
draconian to suit the current Justice 
Department. 

The Feeney Amendment was a direct 
assault on judicial independence. It 
was forced through the Congress with 

virtually no debate and without mean-
ingful input from judges or practi-
tioners. That process was particularly 
unfortunate given that the Republican 
majority’s justification for the Feeney 
Amendment—a supposed ‘‘crisis’’ of 
downward departures—was unfounded. 
In fact, downward departure rates were 
well below the range contemplated by 
Congress when it authorized the Fed-
eral Sentencing Guidelines, except for 
departures requested by the Govern-
ment itself. But having a false factual 
predicate for forcing significantly 
flawed congressional action has be-
come all too familiar during the last 
few years. 

The attitude underlying too many of 
these recent developments seems to be 
that politicians in Washington are bet-
ter at sentencing than the Federal trial 
judges who preside over individual 
cases, and that longer sentences are al-
ways better. Somewhere along the line 
we appear to have forgotten that jus-
tice is not just about treating like 
cases alike; it is also about treating 
different cases differently. 

These are issues that need to be ex-
amined in the future, in a thoughtful 
and deliberative fashion. The Sen-
tencing Reform Act was the product of 
many years of work by members on 
both sides of the aisle. The current 
Sentencing Guidelines reflect more 
than a decade of work by the Sen-
tencing Commission. If the Blakely de-
cision ultimately requires some modi-
fication of our Federal sentencing sys-
tem, we must proceed with extreme 
care. The last thing that any of us 
want is to risk making an already cha-
otic situation even worse by enacting 
ill-considered legislation that is itself 
subject to constitutional attack. 

The Department of Justice, the Sen-
tencing Commission, and other experts 
who testified before the Judiciary 
Committee have urged Congress not to 
act precipitously. I agree that correc-
tive legislation is not immediately nec-
essary and could be counter-produc-
tive, provided that the Supreme Court 
expeditiously clarifies the scope of its 
Blakely decision. 

For these reasons, I am pleased to 
join Senator HATCH and other Judici-
ary Committee members in intro-
ducing a resolution regarding the 
Blakely decision. The words of the res-
olution are clear, unambiguous and un-
assailable: The Supreme Court of the 
United States should act expeditiously 
to resolve the current confusion and in-
consistency in the Federal criminal 
justice system by promptly considering 
and ruling on the constitutionality of 
the Federal Sentencing Guidelines. 
Congress should take up and pass this 
resolution without delay. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, and any statements related 
to this matter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Con. Res. 130) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, reads as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 130 

Whereas Congress enacted the Sentencing 
Reform Act of 1984 to provide certainty and 
fairness in sentencing, avoid unwarranted 
disparities among defendants with similar 
records found guilty of similar offenses, and 
maintain sufficient flexibility to permit in-
dividualized sentences when warranted; 

Whereas Congress established the United 
States Sentencing Commission as an inde-
pendent commission in the Judicial branch 
of the United States to establish sentencing 
policies and practices for the Federal crimi-
nal justice system that meet the purposes of 
sentencing and the core goals of the Sen-
tencing Reform Act; 

Whereas Congress has prescribed both stat-
utory minimum and statutory maximum 
penalties for certain offenses and the Sen-
tencing Reform Act authorizes the Sen-
tencing Commission to promulgate guide-
lines and establish sentencing ranges for the 
use of a sentencing court in determining a 
sentence within the statutory minimum and 
maximum penalties prescribed by Congress; 

Whereas the statutory maximum penalty 
is the maximum penalty provided by the 
statute defining the offense of conviction, in-
cluding any applicable statutory enhance-
ments, and not the upper end of the guide-
line sentencing range promulgated by the 
Sentencing Commission and determined to 
be applicable to a particular defendant; 

Whereas both Congress and the Sentencing 
Commission intended the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines to be applied as a cohe-
sive and integrated whole, and not in a piece-
meal fashion; 

Whereas in Mistretta v. United States, 488 
U.S. 361 (1989), the Supreme Court of the 
United States upheld the constitutionality 
of the Sentencing Reform Act and the Fed-
eral Sentencing Guidelines against separa-
tion-of-powers and non-delegation chal-
lenges; 

Whereas in Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. 
Ct. 2531 (2004), the Supreme Court held that 
the sentencing guidelines of the State of 
Washington violated a defendant’s Sixth 
Amendment right to trial by jury; 

Whereas despite Mistretta and numerous 
other Supreme Court opinions over the past 
15 years affirming the constitutionality of 
various aspects of the Guidelines, the 
Blakely decision has raised concern about 
the continued constitutionality of the Fed-
eral Sentencing Guidelines; 

Whereas the Blakely decision has created 
substantial confusion and uncertainty in the 
Federal criminal justice system; 

Whereas the lower Federal courts have 
reached inconsistent positions on the appli-
cability of Blakely to the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines; 

Whereas there is a split among the circuit 
courts of appeal as to the applicability of 
Blakely to the Federal Sentencing Guide-
lines, and the Second Circuit Court of Ap-
peals has certified the question to the Su-
preme Court; 

Whereas the orderly administration of jus-
tice in pending and resolved trials, 
sentencings and plea negotiations has been 
affected by the uncertainty surrounding the 
applicability of the Blakely decision to the 
Federal Sentencing Guidelines; 

Whereas the current confusion in the lower 
Federal courts has and will continue to 
produce results that disserve the core prin-
ciples underlying the Sentencing Reform 
Act; 
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Whereas two and one-half weeks after the 

Supreme Court issued its decision in 
Blakely, the Senate Judiciary Committee 
convened a hearing to consider the implica-
tions of the decision for the Federal criminal 
justice system; and 

Whereas the Department of Justice, the 
Sentencing Commission, and others advised 
the Committee that corrective legislation 
was not necessary at this time, with the 
hope that the Supreme Court would clarify 
the applicability of its Blakely decision to 
the Federal Sentencing Guidelines in an ex-
peditious manner: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the Supreme Court of the 
United States should act expeditiously to re-
solve the current confusion and inconsist-
ency in the Federal criminal justice system 
by promptly considering and ruling on the 
constitutionality of the Federal Sentencing 
Guidelines. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE CAL-
ENDAR—S. 2694, S. 2695, AND H.R. 
4492 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I un-
derstand there are three bills at the 
desk which are due for a second read-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the titles of the bills for 
a second time en bloc. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2694) to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide for the auto-
matic enrollment of medicaid beneficiaries 
for prescription drug benefits under part D of 
such title, and for other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2695) to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
expand the definition of firefighter to in-
clude apprentices and trainees, regardless of 
age or duty limitations. 

A bill (H.R. 4492) to amend the Omnibus 
Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 
1996 to extend the authorization for certain 
national heritage areas, and for other pur-
poses. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ob-
ject to further proceedings on the 
measures en bloc at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The bills will be placed on the cal-
endar. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2704 AND S. 2714 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I un-
derstand there are two bills at the 
desk, and ask unanimous consent that 
they be read for the first time en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will read the titles of the bills for the 
first time en bloc. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2704) to amend titles XIX and XXI 

of the Social Security Act to provide States 
with the option to cover certain legal immi-
grants under the medicaid and State chil-
dren’s health insurance programs. 

A bill (S. 2714) to amend part D of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act, as added by 
the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improve-
ment, and Modernization Act of 2003, to pro-
vide for negotiation of fair prices for Medi-
care prescription drugs. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I now 
ask for their second reading and, in 
order to place the bills on the calendar 
under the provisions of rule XIV, object 
to further proceedings on these mat-
ters en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The bills will receive their second 
reading on the next legislative day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JULY 22, 
2004 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, July 
22. I further ask consent that following 
the prayer and pledge, the morning 
hour be deemed expired, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then begin a period of morning 
business, for statements only, for up to 
60 minutes, with the first 30 minutes 
under the control of the majority lead-
er or his designee and the final 30 min-
utes under the control of the Demo-
cratic leader or his designee; provided 
that following morning business, the 
Senate proceed to executive session 
and resume consideration of Calendar 
No. 705, the nomination of Henry Saad 
to be a U.S. circuit judge of the Sixth 
Circuit; provided further that the time 
until 11 a.m. be equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee or 
their designees. I further ask consent 
that at 11 a.m., the Senate proceed to 
the cloture votes on the nominations, 
as provided under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. FRIST. Tomorrow, following 
morning business, the Senate will re-
sume debate on the three Sixth Circuit 
judges. At 11 a.m., the Senate will pro-
ceed to three consecutive votes on the 
motions to invoke cloture on the three 
judicial nominations. 

For the remainder of the day, the 
Senate will consider the Department of 
Defense appropriations conference re-
port when it becomes available. There-
fore, Senators should expect a busy 
day, and additional rollcall votes are 
expected following the scheduled clo-
ture votes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on today’s Executive Calendar: Cal-
endar Nos. 706, 793, 798, and 799. I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that the 

nominations be confirmed en bloc, the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, the President be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action, and the 
Senate then return to legislative ses-
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

NOMINATIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Thomas Fingar, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of State (Intelligence and 
Research). 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Robert Clark Corrente, of Rhode Island, to 
be United States Attorney for the District of 
Rhode Island for the term of four years. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Juan Carlos Zarate, of California, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 

Stuart Levey, of Maryland, to be Under 
Secretary of the Treasury for Enforcement. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:16 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
July 22, 2004, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate July 21, 2004: 

UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

LLOYD O. PIERSON, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, VICE CONSTANCE 
BERRY NEWMAN. 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 

LLOYD O. PIERSON, AN ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIREC-
TORS OF THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION FOR 
A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 22, 2009, VICE JOHN F. 
HICKS, SR., TERM EXPIRED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 
9335: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. DANA H. BORN, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. ROBERT L. VAN ANTWERP JR., 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JAMES J. LOVELACE JR., 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
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WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JAMES M. DUBIK, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. GERALD F. FERGUSON JR., 0000 

IN THE NAVY 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL IN THE UNITED STATES 
NAVY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601 AND TITLE 50, U.S.C., SECTION 2406: 

To be admiral 

To be director, Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program 

VICE ADM. KIRKLAND H. DONALD, 0000 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 21, 2004: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

THOMAS FINGAR, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF STATE (INTELLIGENCE AND RESEARCH). 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

JUAN CARLOS ZARATE, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

STUART LEVEY, OF MARYLAND, TO BE UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY FOR ENFORCEMENT. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ROBERT CLARK CORRENTE, OF RHODE ISLAND, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
RHODE ISLAND FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 
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INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 4855 

HON. LEONARD L. BOSWELL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to join Mr. CRAMER in introducing H.R. 4855, 
a bill to create an Independent National Secu-
rity Classification Board. 

As a Member of the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, I have been 
privy to many of our nation’s most precious 
secrets. Much of the information and reports 
provided to the Committee has been properly 
classified by the Executive Branch. I and 
many of my Intelligence Committee col-
leagues, however, have been concerned that 
some decisions to keep certain information 
classified are not based on the need to protect 
national security. Instead, they may have been 
motivated by a desire to shield officials from 
accountability and otherwise keep information 
away from those who have a right to know— 
concerned citizens. Such action serves only to 
stifle public debate and undermine the integrity 
of the system. It is unacceptable. 

The proper test is one that balances na-
tional security requirements with the public’s 
interest in receiving information. Unfortunately, 
this has not been done in the recent past. 
While serving on the House and Senate Joint 
Inquiry into Intelligence Community Activities 
Before and After the Terrorist Attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, I witnessed first-hand the 
struggle related to declassification of informa-
tion of great import to the families who lost 
their loved ones on 9–11 and the general pub-
lic. The 9–11 Commission, which will release 
its report later this week, faced similar strug-
gles. 

The time has come to establish an inde-
pendent panel of experts to review classifica-
tion policies and decisions and requests for 
declassification of information. Such a panel is 
needed in order to restore integrity and ac-
countability to the classification and declas-
sification process. 

H.R. 4855 would establish an Independent 
National Security Classification Board. The 
Board would be comprised of three national 
security classification experts, appointed by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. 

The Independent Board would be charged 
with reviewing and making recommendations 
to reform standards and procedures related to 
the classification of national security informa-
tion. The Board would submit proposed new 
standards and processes to both Congress 
and the Executive Branch for comment and 
revision, and then implement the new stand-
ards and process once they have had the op-
portunity to comment. The Board would then 
begin to implement the new system, reviewing 
and making recommendations on current and 
new national security classifications, subject to 
Executive Branch veto that must be accom-
panied by a public, written explanation. 

The balance in this proposal would help en-
sure that the public and Congress have ac-
cess to an Independent Board for national se-
curity classification matters while leaving un-
disturbed the constitutional prerogative of the 
President, our Commander-in-Chief, to appoint 
the Board and to veto the Board’s classifica-
tion decisions. 

This same measure was introduced by a bi- 
partisan group of Senators. I hope H.R. 4855 
will attract similar bi-partisan support in the 
House. Because of the critical need to ad-
dress the issues associated with the classifica-
tion of national security information, Mr. 
CRAMER and I, both Members of the Intel-
ligence Committee, believed it imperative not 
to delay introduction of this bill. I urge Mem-
bers to support it. 

f 

DR. MARVIN LEWIS SHELTON: A 
SURGEON’S SURGEON 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recog-
nize the loss and to pay tribute to one of 
America’s outstanding surgeons who pio-
neered advanced operative techniques and 
implants for the treatment of ankle fractures, 
Dr. Marvin Lewis Shelton. His genius as a re-
searcher and inventor in his field earned him 
the moniker, ‘‘the George Washington Carver 
of Orthopedic Surgery.’’ 

Dr. Shelton died at his home in Riverdale, 
New York, on July 7, 2004. He was 72. 

What a man he was and what a family he 
left behind. With all of his professional and 
academic successes, Dr. Shelton’s first loves 
were his family and his beautiful and devoted 
wife of 48 years, Arden Shelton, a great talent 
and songstress in her own right. They were 
blessed with four accomplished children: Dr. 
Yvonne Shelton of Northboro, Mass; Le Ann 
Shelton, AIA, Esq., of New York; Marla L. 
Shelton, Ph.D., of New York and Marvin Lloyd 
Shelton of New York. To Arden and the entire 
Shelton family, I offer my deepest condo-
lences. 

A surgeon’s surgeon, Dr. Shelton was an in-
novator of techniques adapted in his field for 
30 years. A social trailblazer at some of New 
York City’s greatest medical institutions, he 
was the first African American board-certified 
orthopedic attending surgeon at Columbia Uni-
versity Medical Center, and the first of his race 
to gain admitting privileges to an Ivy League- 
affiliated hospital. 

As Director of Residency Training Program 
and Director of Orthopedic Surgery at Harlem 
Hospital, where he worked for twenty-five 
years, Dr. Shelton formalized the rotation of 
Columbia/New York Presbyterian residents at 
the Harlem institution. He also established an 
independent training program that facilitated 
the medical licenses for many minority and 
foreign-trained physicians to practice in New 
York and other cities. 

Born in Pittsburgh in 1931, Dr. Shelton was 
raised in Wilmington, North Carolina, and edu-
cated at Howard University, where he grad-
uated with honors in earning his B.A., M.A. 
and medical degrees. After completing his in-
ternship, he completed his residency in Hono-
lulu, then served as Chief of the Orthopedic 
Section at Fort Jackson, South Carolina. 

A doctor, teacher and family man, Dr. 
Shelton was also an avid sportsman who was 
actively involved in golf and skiing. He shared 
his wife’s interest in the arts, and for a time 
owned the Shelton Gallery on E. 62nd Street 
in Manhattan. 

I will remember his love for Harlem, for Har-
lem Hospital, and his willingness to forego so 
many opportunities so that he could remain 
there to train and inspire many young doctors. 

Dr. Shelton published widely and presented 
numerous papers at national meetings. He 
was a Diplomat of the American Board of Or-
thopedic Surgery since 1964 and was a mem-
ber of the American Orthopedic Association, 
Alpha Omega Alpha Medical Honor Society, 
Academy of Orthopedic Surgeons, American 
College of Surgeons, American Association for 
the Surgery of Trauma, American Trauma So-
ciety, New York Academy of Medicine, Na-
tional Medical Association, Orthopedic Trauma 
Association and Orthopedic Association, 
among others. 

His discoveries and advances made Dr. 
Shelton a highly sought-after speaker who de-
livered more than two dozen lectures around 
the world. He also held visiting professorships 
at Yale University, University of Minnesota and 
the University of Oregon. 

A part of Marvin will always be with me. I 
was his patient in 1971 when, applying one of 
his inventions, he restored and healed my 
badly fractured ankle. I haven’t taken a bad 
step since. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO GUNNISON 
WATER COMMISSION 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib-
ute to the Gunnison Water Commission in 
Gunnison, Colorado. The water commis-
sioners aid citizens and friends to efficiently 
and effectively use the precious resource of 
water. I am honored to recognize their con-
tributions to their community before this body 
of Congress and this nation today. 

This year the Gunnison Water Commission 
will celebrate one hundred and twenty-five 
years of serving the Western slope of Colo-
rado. The water commissioners bring both a 
wealth of knowledge and experience to their 
field and a true sense of dedication to helping 
the public understand how the water system 
works throughout the state. 

The water commissioners work partial year 
contracts mostly in the summer when water is 
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in high use for irrigation and the snow has 
melted. They collect data on how much water 
flows through streams or ditches; inspect 
headgates, flumes and springs, and during 
particularly dry times, undertake the difficult 
task of enforcing water rights. These hard 
working commissioners have improved their 
efficiency field by adding global positioning 
system technology and many other modern 
capabilities to facilitate better tracking and lo-
cating procedures for water in their districts. 

Mr. Speaker, the Gunnison water commis-
sioners work hard and take pride in the stew-
ardship of a precious resource, and I am con-
fident that the Gunnison community is grateful 
for their dedication. It is a privilege to bring the 
contributions of these fine water commis-
sioners to light before this body of Congress. 
I thank them for their service and I wish them 
all the best in their future endeavors. 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ST. CROIX 
HOSPITAL AND STAFF 

HON. DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN 
OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
pride that I rise today to congratulate the St. 
Croix—Governor Juan F. Luis—Hospital ad-
ministration and staff. 

On June 30, 2004, the Juan Luis Hospital 
received accreditation from the Joint Commis-
sion on Accreditation of Healthcare Organiza-
tions. This achievement has brought us a step 
closer to our goal of providing first-class health 
care services for the people of the Virgin Is-
lands. 

The St. Croix Hospital has faced many chal-
lenges over the years, but the past one was 
particularly difficult. When they were without a 
Chief Executive Officer, two physicians, Dr. 
Lloyd Henry and Dr. Michael Potts stepped up 
and stepped in, to lead. The Board provided 
continuity and gave them their full support. 
The staff put differences, and any personal 
concerns aside and pulled together. When a 
leader was finally selected, in the person of 
Mr. Gregory Calliste, they all became one 
team on a mission. 

There are still challenges to be faced and 
overcome. But with this achievement, they 
have proven their mettle to the community, 
and what working together with a common vi-
sion can produce, to themselves. 

The St. Croix community as well as the en-
tire Virgin Island community—for all of us will 
benefit—are grateful for the hard work and 
dedication that went into this successful effort. 
It is an undeniable testimony to their commit-
ment to providing quality health care to us. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my family, staff, 
and all Virgin Islanders I once again congratu-
late the entire Juan Luis Hospital family for 
their shining accomplishment. Our community 
looks forward to their continuing superior serv-
ice and further crowning accomplishments. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE MEDICARE 
HOSPITAL ACCREDITATION ACT 
OF 2004 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce the Medicare Hospital Accreditation 
Act of 2004. Forty years ago, the Congress 
abdicated the federal government’s regulatory 
responsibilities to ensure that hospitals meet 
Medicare requirements. Congress empowered 
the Joint Commission on Accreditation of 
Healthcare Organizations (JCAHO) with a 
unique authority to deem hospitals as eligible 
for Medicare payments with minimal govern-
ment interference. That was clearly a mistake. 
In the decades that JCAHO has had this un-
supervised authority, serious inadequacies in 
hospitals have gone unchecked. Our current 
process is not working and it’s time for the 
federal government to reassert its authority. 
This bill would do just that. 

This bill today responds to a report by the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO–04– 
850) raising serious concerns about the effec-
tiveness of the current system used to accredit 
and oversee hospitals that serve Medicare 
beneficiaries. The investigation, based on a 
retrospective survey of 500 hospitals, indicates 
that JCAHO failed to detect a large number of 
serious deficiencies subsequently found later 
by a team of government inspectors. These 
deficiencies are not superfluous. They are im-
portant, basic minimum standards needed to 
ensure both a safe environment and quality 
health care. For example, JCAHO accredited 
hospitals with inadequate procedures for pre-
venting the spread of infections, inadequate 
safeguards to assure competent performance 
of physicians and nurses, and hospitals that 
outright failed to protect patients and staff from 
fire-related disasters. While this survey cannot 
be generalized to the entire hospital commu-
nity, it implies a troubling lack of compliance 
with important safety standards and is a signal 
for change. 

This is not the first time that problems in the 
Medicare hospital accreditation and oversight 
process have come to light. In 1990, we held 
a hearing on this issue in the Ways and 
Means Committee. Gail Wilensky, the Medi-
care Administrator for President George H.W. 
Bush, expressed concern that JCAHO-accred-
ited hospitals displayed serious deficiencies 
when subsequently surveyed by government 
surveyors. In 1999, an investigation by the 
Health and Human Services Office of the In-
spector General (OIG) concluded that JCAHO 
accreditation surveys were not likely to identify 
patterns of deficient care. Finally, for the past 
three consecutive years, CMS has found that 
JCAHO failed to meet the CMS performance 
standard for the hospital survey process. This 
is one more indication of JCAHO’s need to im-
prove its performance, and, more importantly, 
the need to increase CMS’ authority to over-
see JCAHO. 

Despite this body of evidence, until now, the 
federal government has done little to address 
the problem. This stems in part from the origi-
nal Medicare law passed by Congress in 
1965. In that Act, JCAHO was granted the au-
thority to ‘‘deem’’ hospitals as meeting the 
Medicare conditions of participation and qual-

ify for Medicare payments. As a result, the 
federal agency administering the Medicare 
program was not granted adequate oversight 
authority. The agency had no authority to reg-
ularly review JCAHO’s surveying processes, to 
mandate or approve changes to the proce-
dures, or to sanction JCAHO for inadequate 
performance. No other accrediting organiza-
tion is immune from government oversight. 

Thus, Congress delegated oversight to a 
private entity that is essentially under the con-
trol of the very industry it attempts to regulate. 
In fact, the American Hospital Association and 
key physician groups appoint approximately 
70 percent of the JCAHO Board of Directors! 
This special status is even more alarming 
when JCAHO’s role in the market is taken into 
consideration. In addition to its Medicare ac-
tivities, JCAHO accreditation partially or fully 
substitutes for state regulators in 49 states, it 
certifies VA facilities, and is often used by pri-
vate insurers and plan sponsors as a require-
ment for plan participation and payments. 

The hospital oversight process is comprised 
of a three-legged stool—the private Joint 
Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare 
Organizations (JCAHO), the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services (CMS) and their 
delegates at the state level, and the Congress. 
This report shows that each party needs to act 
to improve patient safety and assure that tax-
payer dollars are spent in facilities that meet 
Medicare’s minimum requirements. 

Along with Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY, who 
is introducing companion legislation in the 
Senate, the bill I’m introducing today is the 
first step toward addressing this problem. This 
legislation would provide CMS with the same 
oversight authority over JCAHO that it has for 
all other national organizations with deeming 
authority. We may need to do more, but this 
is an important start. 

In addition, the Administration has also 
agreed to make significant improvements 
under its current, limited authority. Adminis-
trator McClelland has worked closely with us 
on this issue and is committed to make the 
needed changes. Establishing a clear chain of 
command will improve accountability, and that 
is our goal. 

As far as I am concerned, the GAO report 
indicates that all three legs of the hospital 
oversight process need to be revamped. 
JCAHO needs to improve its ability to assess 
the extent a hospital is meeting the Medicare 
quality conditions of participation. CMS needs 
to make better use of the limited authority over 
JCAHO it currently has and be prepared to as-
sume increased authority with the passage of 
this legislation. Finally, Congress needs to cor-
rect a decision made nearly 40 years ago to 
allow the federal government to abdicate its 
regulatory responsibilities to ensure that hos-
pitals meet Medicare requirements. 

I am are here today to announce our bipar-
tisan, bicameral commitment to work with 
each other, our colleagues, the Administration 
and the community to do just that. I encourage 
my colleagues in the House and Senate to 
support this legislation. It will provide CMS 
with the tools it needs to ensure that Medicare 
beneficiaries receive quality hospital care in a 
safe environment. The time to act is now. It is 
a matter of life and death. 
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RECOGNIZING CLINT FLATT FOR 

HIS OUTSTANDING SERVICE TO 
SCOUTING 

HON. JEB HENSARLING 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to recognize fellow Eagle Scout Clint Flatt, 
of Mexia, Texas, for recently being honored 
with the Silver Beaver Award from the Boy 
Scouts of America. This award was presented 
to Clint for his ‘‘noteworthy service of excep-
tional character to boyhood.’’ 

Clint is a third generation Boy Scout, who 
started his Scouting experience as a Cub 
Scout at eight years of age. Since then, he 
has earned numerous honors including the 
Arrow of Light Award in 1980, the God and 
Country Award in 1986, the Eagle Scout 
badge and a Palm in 1987 and his Wood 
Badge beads in 1993. 

Throughout his life, Clint has remained com-
mitted to promoting the principles of Scouting. 
He has provided his leadership skills to the 
Boy Scouts of America in many posts and ca-
pacities, from Assistant Scoutmaster in several 
troops to Den Leader and Cubmaster for his 
son Tyler’s Pack 698. 

Since 2001, Clint has served on the Twin 
Arrows Junior Leader Training Staff and is the 
Scoutmaster of the new National Youth Lead-
er Training Pilot course at Camp Tahuaya. He 
is a Vigil member of the Order of the Arrow 
and has served on the Eagle Board of Review 
for the Comanche Trails District since 1995. 
Currently, Clint is serving as District Chairman 
and member of the Council Executive Board. 

Clint is not only a third generation Boy 
Scout, he is also the third recipient of the Sil-
ver Beaver Award in his family. His grand-
father Leon, his mother Linda, and his father 
Dick have also earned the Silver Beaver 
Award for their distinguished service to Scout-
ing. 

I would like to congratulate my friend Clint 
Flatt on this outstanding accomplishment. I 
would also like to thank him for his continued 
service to the Boy Scouts of America. Clint’s 
example of leadership, citizenship and com-
munity service is a shining example to the 
young men he leads. Through his life-long 
commitment to Scouting, Clint is helping build 
the character of our country’s next generation 
of leaders and helping shape a better Amer-
ica. 
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PAYING TRIBUTE TO RUDY 
ARGUELLO 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to rise and pay tribute to Rodolfo ‘‘Rudy’’ 
Arguello of San Pedro, Colorado. Rudy has 
shown tremendous dedication and commit-
ment to the citizens of our country. I commend 
his service in our military, and I would like to 
join my colleagues in congratulating him on 
his recent appointment to the Colorado Board 
of Veterans Affairs. 

A native of San Acacio, Colorado, Rudy 
began his military service when he joined the 

Air Force in 1956. His military career included 
working as a linguist, a teacher, and an intel-
ligence officer. He served our country in Viet-
nam, and retired from active service in 1979 
as a captain. 

However, his retirement from the Air Force 
did not mark the end of his career in the mili-
tary. Wishing to continue to serve this nation, 
he joined the Veterans Affairs and went on to 
work as an administrator at the Fort Lyon vet-
eran’s hospital, a deputy director for the De-
partment of Defense, and a manager of a 
modernization project at Fort Carson. 
Throughout his military career, he took time to 
further his education, receiving a bachelor’s, 
master’s and doctoral degree. With his exten-
sive experience, Rudy is a perfect candidate 
for the Colorado Board of Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to thank Rudy 
for his service to this nation and to congratu-
late him on his appointment to the Colorado 
Board of Veterans Affairs. Rudy stands out for 
his efforts in answering the call to serve his 
nation. He is a very loyal citizen and a solid 
family man and is a true pillar of his commu-
nity. I thank him for his service and wish him 
and his wife Casey all the best in their future 
endeavors. 
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TRIBUTE TO AMBASSADOR C.J. 
CHEN 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor a good friend to Washington and to the 
U.S., Ambassador C.J. Chen of the Taipei 
Economic and Cultural Representative office. 
While I know many of my colleagues will 
agree that Ambassador Chen’s return to Tai-
wan is quite a loss to Washington, I know that 
his legacy here will be the continued positive 
relations between our two countries. 

Ambassador Chen holds the unique diplo-
matic experience of not only having more than 
30 years experience in Washington, but also 
gracefully guiding the relationship of his home 
country through its most pivotal years with the 
United States. After U.S.-Taiwan relations 
were severed in early 1979, a young C.J. 
Chen was part of the embassy team that 
worked closely with Congress to establish the 
Taiwan Relations Act (TRA). Since its pas-
sage, the TRA has been the strong and en-
during statutory framework under which the 
U.S. and Taiwan have quickly expanded and 
improved cultural, commercial, and diplomatic 
relations. 

While the TRA has been the guiding force 
behind our improved relations, I must say that 
my friend C.J. Chen has been the human 
force. His depth of knowledge, incredible in-
sight, and unrivaled experience has earned 
him the respect needed to carry the U.S.-Tai-
wan relationship forward. It has been a great 
honor and pleasure to work with Ambassador 
Chen on a wide array of important issues—in-
cluding but certainly not limited to Taiwan’s 
participation in the WHO, security in the Tai-
wan Strait, and improved human rights condi-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish Ambassador C.J. Chen 
and his wife Yolanda all the best as they re-
turn to Taiwan. They leave behind many 

friends, a great deal of goodwill, and a legacy 
of service. 

f 

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF TURKEY’S 
INVASION OF CYPRUS 

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commemorate the 30th anniversary of Tur-
key’s illegal and immoral invasion of Cyprus. 
On July 25, 1974, Turkish troops stormed the 
shores of Cyprus, killing 6,000 Cypriots and 
forcing more than 200,000 to flee from their 
homes. Within weeks of a ceasefire and the 
commencement of negotiations toward a set-
tlement, Turkey defied a United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolution and launched a second, 
more aggressive attack. The assault captured 
more than one third of the island and marked 
the beginning of three decades of illegal occu-
pation by Turkish troops. 

Today, the Green Line that divides Cyprus 
symbolizes the wounds of a war-torn people. 
Hundreds of thousands of Greek-Cypriots re-
main refugees in their own country, denied 
basic property entitlements and the right of re-
turn. The Turkish Cypriot government con-
tinues to deprive them of their basic human 
rights and the freedom to worship freely. 
Churches have been desecrated, archae-
ological sites plundered, and towns vacated. 

Since the Turkish invasion, the Cypriot gov-
ernment has vigorously pursued efforts to re-
unify the island through an equitable and via-
ble settlement. While the Turkish Cypriot gov-
ernment under the leadership of Rauf 
Denktash has repeatedly stonewalled negotia-
tions, the commitment of Greek-Cypriots to a 
unified Cyprus has been unwavering. 

I am disappointed that recent efforts to 
renew settlement talks have been stalled once 
more by Mr. Denktash’s intransigence. The 
Annan plan, which was originally drafted by 
United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan 
in November of 2002, underwent five major re-
visions to accommodate the demands of Mr. 
Denktash before a vote could be taken. In the 
end, the proposal sacrificed too many of the 
Greek Cypriots’ needs in return for Mr. 
Denktash’s acquiescence. The plan would 
have authorized the indefinite occupation of 
Turkish troops and settlers in northern Cyprus, 
imposed tough restrictions on the right of dis-
placed Greek-Cypriots to return to their 
homes, and failed to adequately compensate 
displaced Greek-Cypriots for the loss of their 
property. Greek-Cypriots wisely mobilized to 
vote it down. 

I represent a large and active Greek-Amer-
ican community, and I have been proud to 
support U.S. participation in negotiations over 
Cyprus and the fight for freedom and human 
rights for all Cypriots. As we remember the 
anniversary of this tragic invasion, we must 
renew our commitment to achieving a fair and 
comprehensive settlement. I urge both sides 
to once again come back to the negotiating 
table. A settlement to the Cyprus problem is 
critical—not only to ensuring the basic rights 
of Greek and Turkish Cypriots alike—but to 
promoting stability in the Eastern Mediterra-
nean and United States national security inter-
ests as well. 
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REMEMBERING HUGH GALLAGHER 

HON. DAVID E. PRICE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in tribute to Hugh Gregory Gallagher, 
initiator of the Architectural Barriers Act of 
1968, insightful biographer of Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, and my mentor and friend. Hugh died 
on July 13 in Washington. 

Hugh, along with Bill Foster, first introduced 
me to the ways of Capitol Hill in 1963 in the 
office of Senator E. L. ‘‘Bob’’ Bartlett of Alas-
ka. I was an eager but less-than-knowledgable 
divinity student at the time, but their lessons 
took, and I ended up returning to the office as 
a legislative aide every summer through 1967, 
eventually writing a doctoral dissertation in po-
litical science based on what I observed there. 
Hugh was my mentor and colleague through 
this entire period, imparting extensive knowl-
edge of the workings and the history of the 
Senate as well as remarkable political savvy 
and the best instruction in writing clear prose 
that I ever received from anyone save my 
English-teacher mother. My wife and I have 
maintained our friendship with Hugh since 
those years, and we are greatly saddened by 
his passing. 

Hugh was stricken with polio during his col-
lege years and was rehabilitated at the Geor-
gia Warm Springs Foundation, which stimu-
lated a lifelong interest in Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt. He received a Marshall Scholarship to 
Oxford University and earned his degree amid 
considerable physical hardship, for Oxford was 
hardly outfitted for students in wheelchairs in 
those days. After a short stint with Senator 
John Carroll (D–CO), Hugh became Senator 
Bartlett’s chief legislative aide. Statehood was 
less than a decade old, and adjusting national 
policy to Alaska’s altered status and many 
needs was a complicated challenge. But 
Hugh’s proudest achievement by far was na-
tional legislation which he largely conceived, 
wrote, and steered to passage: the Bartlett Ar-
chitectural Barriers Act of 1968, which re-
quired that federal facilities and buildings con-
structed with federal dollars be accessible to 
the disabled. This bill was the first national 
disability rights legislation, precursor to the 
1990 Americans with Disabilities Act. 

After Senator Bartlett’s death, Hugh worked 
as a consultant to British Petroleum and other 
firms. But he turned increasingly to writing, 
producing an historical account of the Sen-
ate’s foreign policy role (Advise and Obstruct, 
1969), an account of Eskimo activism on be-
half of federal land claims (Etok: A Story of 
Eskimo Power, 1974), a biography of Roo-
sevelt focusing on how he dealt with his dis-
ability (FDR’s Splendid Deception, 1985), an 
account of Nazi Germany’s treatment of the 
disabled (By Trust Betrayed, 1990), and an 
autobiography probing the psychological costs 
of ‘‘trying to compensate [for] or obfuscate 
your disability’’ (Black Bird Fly Away, 1998). 

In his foreword to the latter volume, Geof-
frey Ward summed up Hugh’s contribution: ‘‘It 
is impossible for anyone not to admire Hugh 
Gallagher’s gallantry—a word I’m sure he’ll 
hate having applied to him—or his extraor-
dinary achievements in and out of the cor-
ridors of power in Washington, or his hard- 
won triumph over the depression that threat-

ened to cripple him as polio never could. Dis-
abled people will draw sustenance from this 
book but I also can’t imagine a more useful 
volume for any able-bodied person—parent or 
child, spouse or companion, friend or rela-
tion—who wants to understand what the dis-
abled really feel about the challenges brought 
by each new day.’’ 

Hugh maintained an abiding love for Alaska. 
One of my fondest memories is of a trip with 
him down the Kenai Peninsula, all the way to 
Homer and Kachemak Bay, in the summer of 
1966. Hugh kept up with many Alaska friends 
and traveled there often, including a recent trip 
to give the Bartlett Lecture at the University of 
Alaska. 

Hugh Gallagher lived a rich and inspiring 
life—a life containing adversity beyond what 
most of us will ever experience and exem-
plifying courage, tenacity, and hard-earned 
wisdom. Hugh had a great deal to say to the 
world, he said it powerfully and eloquently, 
and thousands are in his debt. Hugh also had 
a remarkable gift for friendship, and his many 
friends mourn his passing and treasure our 
memory of him. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the account of Hugh 
Gallagher’s life from the Washington Post of 
July 16, 2004, be reprinted at this point in 
RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, July 16, 2004] 
HUGH GALLAGHER DIES; CRUSADED FOR 

DISABLED 
(By Adam Bernstein) 

Hugh G. Gallagher, 71, who died of cancer 
July 13 at Sibley Memorial Hospital, wrote 
an early civil rights law affecting the dis-
abled and a praised biography of former 
president Franklin D. Roosevelt’s struggle 
with polio. 

Mr. Gallagher, stricken with polio at age 
19, played a major role in the 2001 decision to 
add a statue of Roosevelt in a wheelchair to 
the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial in 
Washington. For years he told reporters, 
‘‘Don’t let them steal our hero!’’ 

Mr. Gallagher underwent rigorous and at 
times horrifying treatment for his disease, 
which he contracted during its last wide-
spread sweep in America before the inven-
tion of a vaccine. He was paralyzed below the 
chest and later suffered from clinical depres-
sion. 

He went on to address his concerns for the 
disabled through a career in politics and 
prose. Although many worked to change the 
image of the disabled—from the pitiable, leg- 
braced waif in old March of Dimes pro-
motions—Mr. Gallagher was far more con-
cerned about practical questions, the per-
sonal and financial costs of living with a dis-
ability. 

While working as an aide on Capitol Hill, 
he developed and drafted the language of 
what became the Architectural Barriers Act 
of 1968, a lauded precursor to the sweeping 
Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990. His 
legislation mandated that buildings funded 
with federal dollars had to be accessible to 
the disabled, which many opposed because of 
expense and aesthetic appeal. 

‘‘Hugh’s most outstanding contribution to 
the quality of life of people with disabilities 
was to successfully place disability rights on 
Congress’ agenda for the first time,’’ former 
Senate majority leader Robert J. Dole (R– 
Kan.) wrote for an event honoring Mr. Galla-
gher in 1995. 

Mr. Gallagher was never a one-issue man, 
and his social concerns ranged from gay 
rights to dignified end-of-life care. He also 
was a prolific writer of newspaper opinion 
pieces. 

His earliest nonfiction books concerned a 
range of subjects, from congressional log-
jams (‘‘Advise and Obstruct: The Role of the 
United States Senate in Foreign Policy Deci-
sions,’’ 1969) to the efforts of the indigenous 
people of Alaska to win large land claims 
from the U.S. government in 1971 (‘‘Etok: A 
Story of Eskimo Power,’’ 1974). 

By far his best-known book was ‘‘ FDR’s 
Splendid Deception’’ (1985), about the presi-
dent’s ability to radiate hope and confidence 
while living in great physical stress. Many 
critics hailed the book’s unsentimental ap-
proach to a long-overlooked aspect of Roo-
sevelt’s life. 

In her review for The Washington Post, 
Marina Newmyer wrote that Mr. Gallagher 
‘‘has put together a solid, suspenseful and 
fast-paced account of the medical tragedy 
suffered by Roosevelt.’’ 

Mr. Gallagher found that among the 35,000 
photographs of Roosevelt at his presidential 
library, only two featured him in his wheel-
chair. Media of the day all but ignored the 
polio, an omission that served the presi-
dent’s political purposes and showed his 
threshold for withstanding pain, he wrote. 

He said he understood Roosevelt’s sto-
icism, which Mr. Gallagher took to indicate 
a near-disavowal of the disability. ‘‘For 
years, I tried to work harder than any able- 
bodied person would,’’ he told an inter-
viewer. ‘‘My drive to become a superhero ex-
acted a terrible price. I paid no attention to 
my emotions. I became an automaton.’’ 

Hugh Gregory Gallagher was born in Palo 
Alto, Calif, where his father taught political 
science at Stanford University. He grew up 
in Chicago, New York and Washington. 

He was at Haverford College in spring 1952 
when he suddenly developed polio during par-
ents’ weekend. He left school, spent three 
months in an iron lung and was operated on 
several times. ‘‘I never realized such pain ex-
isted,’’ he told a reporter at the time. 

Once, his iron lung stopped, and Mr. Galla-
gher had to instruct the unnerved nurses 
how to pump the device by hand. 

Much of his rehabilitation took place in 
Warm Springs, Ga., where Roosevelt also had 
recuperated. That triggered his fascination 
with the president. 

In 1956, he graduated from what is now 
Claremont McKenna College in California 
and then went on a Marshall scholarship to 
Oxford University, where he received the 
equivalent of a master’s degree in political 
science, philosophy and economics. 

At Oxford, he had difficulty maneuvering a 
wheelchair on the cobblestone streets. The 
only bathroom he could use was a block and 
a half from his room. 

Such indignities led to his legislative work 
on Capitol Hill. He spent most of the 1960s as 
an administrative assistant to Sen. E.L. 
‘‘Bob’’ Bartlett (D-Alaska). He also worked 
for President Lyndon B. Johnson as his legis-
lative signing and veto message writer in 
1967 and 1968. 

He then was the Washington representa-
tive for British Petroleum and spent about 25 
years as a policy and politics consultant for 
large oil concerns in Europe. His work took 
him to Alaska and other oil-drilling areas, 
where he was often hoisted onto oil rigs in 
his wheelchair. 

Over the years, he lobbied to make air-
ports, performance halls and libraries acces-
sible to those in wheelchairs. 

He wrote from his home in Cabin John, in-
cluding the books ‘‘By Trust Betrayed’’ 
(1990), about Nazi Germany’s treatment of 
the disabled, and ‘‘Black Bird Fly Away’’ 
(1998), which looked at his own depression 
about his disability. 

In 1995, Mr. Gallagher received the $50,000 
Henry B. Betts Award for his lifetime work 
for the disabled. 
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At the time, he reflected on the ‘‘revolu-

tion’’ in attitudes toward the disabled but 
added that there were some limits in what 
was doable or even desirable. 

‘‘Making the New York City subway sys-
tem accessible to wheelchairs is not the best 
way to spend public money,’’ he said. ‘‘Be-
sides, I’m not going down there to get 
mugged.’’ 

Survivors include his father, Hubert R. 
Gallagher of Bethesda; and a sister. 
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DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD 
TO THE HONORABLE WILLIAM L. 
OSTEEN, SR. 

HON. HOWARD COBLE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, recently, the Hon-
orable William L. Osteen, Sr., U.S. District 
Court Judge for the Middle District of North 
Carolina, received the Greensboro Bar Asso-
ciation Distinguished Service Award. I have 
known Bill Osteen for many years. Bill is an 
outstanding jurist, and I know of no more de-
serving recipient for this prestigious award. 

As an aside, I had the honor of serving as 
Bill’s Assistant United States Attorney, while 
he served as the United States Attorney for 
the Middle District of North Carolina in the late 
60s and early 70s. 

Mr. Stephen Millikin, from the law firm Smith 
Moore LLP, delivered a wonderful speech at 
the presentation of the Greensboro Bar Asso-
ciation Distinguished Service Award. The Sixth 
District is proud of Bill Osteen, and I urge my 
colleagues to review the remarks made by my 
good friend, Steve Millikin. 

I have referred to Steve as the ‘‘Bob Dole 
of the Sixth District of North Carolina’’ be-
cause, not unlike the great Senator from Kan-
sas, Steve is an outstanding advocate for 
America’s veterans. I hope you will enjoy 
Steve’s remarks. 
REMARKS BY STEPHEN P. MILLIKIN AT THE 

PRESENTATION OF THE GREENSBORO BAR AS-
SOCIATION DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD 
TO THE HONORABLE WILLIAM L. OSTEEN, SR., 
APRIL 15, 2004 
The Greensboro Bar Association is pleased 

to present its Distinguished Service Award 
for the year 2004 to a person whose accom-
plishments in this community and through-
out the state are well known, and whose 
strength of character and devotion to duty 
are universally admired. This person has 
conducted himself among us in such a man-
ner as to be a splendid example for all to fol-
low. 

The Honorable William L. Osteen, Sr., 
hereinafter ‘‘Bill’’ or ‘‘Bill Osteen’’, was born 
in Greensboro, North Carolina on July 15, 
1930. He is the son of John Luke Osteen and 
Ruth Tatum Osteen. His father was the well 
known and highly respected first U.S. Proba-
tion Officer and the first Chief U.S. Proba-
tion Officer for the Middle District of North 
Carolina. He was a most jovial and friendly 
man by nature. Bill’s mother was a gentle 
giant of a lady though small of physical stat-
ure. She died at an early age, but not before 
she had a very strong influence upon Bill 
who promised his mother that he would 
never take a drink of alcohol. Bill has re-
mained loyal to that promise throughout his 
life. Bill has one brother, John Osteen, who 
is a graduate of West Point. John made a ca-
reer of the Army and retired as a major gen-
eral. He now resides in Brevard. 

Bill married Joanne Bennett Snow on May 
16, 1959. Joanne is the daughter of John and 
Dorothy Snow. John Snow was an attorney. 
Joanne attended Duke University where she 
graduated with honors in Economics. Bill 
and Joanne have three children: William L. 
Osteen, Jr., born in 1960, who is a practicing 
attorney in Greensboro; John Osteen, born in 
1962, who now lives in Long Beach, Cali-
fornia; and Robert Osteen, born in 1966, who 
now lives near Charleston, South Carolina. 
Bill Osteen has a family of which any man 
would be proud. 

Bill Osteen graduated from Guilford High 
School in 1948, from Guilford College in 1953, 
and from the University of North Carolina 
School of Law in 1956. Throughout, Bill was 
an outstanding student. After obtaining his 
law degree and license to practice law, he 
was associated from 1956 to 1958 with W.H. 
McElwee, Jr., a prominent attorney in North 
Wilkesboro. From 1958 to 1959, he practiced 
law as a sole practitioner in Greensboro. 
From 1959 to 1969, Bill was a partner in the 
law firm of Booth and Osteen in Greensboro. 
From 1969 to 1974 he served by appointment 
of the President of the United States as the 
U.S. Attorney for the Middle District of 
North Carolina. From 1974 to 1991 he was sen-
ior partner in the successive Greensboro law 
firms of Osteen & Adams; Osteen, Adams & 
Tilley; Osteen, Adams, Tilley & Wall; and 
Osteen, Adams & Osteen. He was appointed 
U.S. District Judge for the Middle District of 
North Carolina by President George Bush on 
June 18, 1991. He has served and continues to 
serve in that high office with great distinc-
tion. 

Bill has been active with the North Caro-
lina Bar Association, the North Carolina 
State Bar, and the Greensboro Bar Associa-
tion. With the North Carolina Bar Associa-
tion he was a member of and subsequently 
chairman of the North Carolina Sentencing 
Commission, created by the North Carolina 
legislature to write a suitable sentencing 
structure for North Carolina. For the North 
Carolina State Bar, he was a member of the 
State Bar Council from the 18th Judicial Dis-
trict; a member of the Grievance Committee; 
a member of the Professionalism Committee; 
a member of the Legal Aid to Indigents Com-
mittee; and a member of the Special Com-
mittee to Re-Write the Disciplinary Proce-
dures Manual for Lawyers. He was president 
of the Greensboro Bar Association in 1989– 
1990 and he served for a long period of time 
as a member of its Executive Committee. 
Bill also served as president of the 18th Judi-
cial District Bar in 1985. He is a permanent 
member of the Federal Judicial Conference 
for the Fourth Circuit; a past member of the 
Federal Bar Association; and a Fellow of the 
American College of Trial Lawyers. He is a 
member of the University of North Carolina 
Law Alumni Association and a member of 
the Guilford College Alumni Association. He 
has been a member of the Board of Visitors 
for the University of North Carolina and a 
member of the Board of Visitors of Wake 
Forest University School of Law. Bill is ad-
mitted to practice in the North Carolina Su-
preme Court; the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals; the United States District Courts 
for the Middle, Western and Eastern Dis-
tricts of North Carolina; the United States 
Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit; and the 
United States Tax Court. 

Bill was elected to the North Carolina Leg-
islature in 1960 and again in 1962. He served 
as Minority Leader in both sessions. He was 
appointed Chairman of the Guilford County 
Economic Opportunity Council by the coun-
ty commissioners in 1963. He was appointed 
by the Greensboro City Council as a member 
of the City Zoning Commission from 1964 to 
1966. He was appointed by the Greensboro 
City Council as a member of and Chairman 

of the City Human Relations Committee 
from 1966 to 1968. He was an unsuccessful 
candidate for the United States Congress 
from the 6th District of North Carolina in 
1968. 

While serving as United States District 
Judge, Bill has served as Chairman of the 
Committee on Codes of Conduct of the Judi-
cial Conferences of the United States, and he 
has served on the Advisory Committee to the 
Chairman of the United States Sentencing 
Commission. He also has heard cases on ap-
peal sitting as a member of the United 
States Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit. 

Bill has also served in the military. He was 
in the United States Army Reserve from 1948 
to 1951, and was on active duty from October 
10, 1950 until December 12, 1951. He entered 
the service as a private and was a Staff Ser-
geant at time of discharge. 

Bill has enjoyed participating in many ath-
letic activities. He has excelled in all sports 
that he has undertaken. He has been a com-
petitive golf player. He was number one on 
the Guilford College golf team. His prowess 
on the tennis court is legendary. While in 
law school, he reportedly could out-punt the 
starting punter for the University of North 
Carolina football team. To illustrate his 
ability and agility, reportedly he earlier has 
been able to grab his left leg with his right 
hand and then jump through that circle with 
his other foot and leg, a trick few people are 
willing to attempt. 

Bill has been highly successful in all that 
he has undertaken. As an excellent prac-
ticing attorney, U.S. Attorney and U.S. Dis-
trict Court Judge, Bill has enjoyed a reputa-
tion for honesty, professionalism, ethical 
conduct, and a dedication to exerting a best 
effort and obtaining a best result. Bill has an 
innate and keen sense of right and wrong. He 
has always acted with diligence and com-
petence. He has been fair and judicious in his 
approach to all questions and eloquent in his 
expression of thought. As U.S. District Judge 
he has been appropriately firm and authori-
tative but also compassionate. 

Bill was commissioned a Judge of the U.S. 
District Court in a ceremony in the Federal 
Courthouse in Greensboro on September 27, 
1991. He has proven to be true beyond any 
reasonable doubt the things that were said 
about him and that were predicted for him at 
that time. In many ways and instances he 
has exceeded all expectations then expressed. 

At the commissioning ceremony, Bill 
Davis on behalf of the State Bar stated: ‘‘I 
think that this is an absolutely perfect ap-
pointment.’’ 

George Mast on behalf of the N.C. Bar As-
sociation said: ‘‘Bill stands tall in the forest 
of the legal community. What he has been 
speaks with more eloquence than anything I 
can say. His appointment tells us that our 
system is working; that someone of (his) . . . 
quality and caliber and distinction, honesty 
and integrity can be appointed as a District 
Judge.’’ 

Ralph Stockton for the ABA said: ‘‘I tell 
you, it’s hard for me to imagine anyone more 
qualified to assume the role of United States 
District Judge in the Middle District than 
Bill Osteen.’’ 

‘‘Our investigation . . . specifically in 
Bill’s case, has to do with professional quali-
fications . . . in the area of professional com-
petence encompassing the qualities of intel-
lectual ability and capacity, judgment, writ-
ing and analytical ability, knowledge of the 
law, and breadth and depth of legal experi-
ence. Integrity, our number one hallmark, 
includes the candidate’s character and hon-
esty in legal and personal relations. Judicial 
temperament speaks for itself and includes 
the candidate’s open-mindedness, decisive-
ness, freedom from bias, and commitment to 
equal justice. In the course of our com-
prehensive investigation of Bill Osteen . . . I 
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am pleased to report . . . that the ABA Com-
mittee reported to the Attorney General of 
the United States and subsequently to the 
Senate Judiciary Committee it’s unanimous 
opinion that Bill Osteen is well-qualified for 
this appointment. This is the highest rating 
the Committee gives.’’ 

Bill Osteen, Jr., justifiably proud of his fa-
ther and law partner, but being completely 
honest and candid, stated: ‘‘There was only 
comfort through my father’s presence, his 
love and his support. And he’s been there for 
each member of this family every time it 
was needed . . . But his magnificence as a fa-
ther is probably only equaled by his great 
ability and competence as a lawyer . . . Each 
time he has taken a client—and I’ve prac-
ticed with him for four years now, but I’m 
confident that this was true for his entire 30 
years. Each time he’s taken a client, he has 
brought to the representation honor, integ-
rity, diligence and confidence that are not to 
be found very often. There have been a lot of 
big cases, a lot of outstanding cases, and 
there have been a lot of small cases. But re-
gardless of whether a case was big or small, 
or whether it was important to society or 
whether it was important only to an indi-
vidual, he has brought the same honor and 
integrity to each case; and I’m proud to have 
practiced with him for the time that we 
have.’’ 

The Honorable Eugene Gordon commented: 
‘‘Bill . . . brings to this court a vast experi-
ence gained from years of private practice 
and an illustrious career in this district as 
United States Attorney . . . Also, his legisla-
tive service and his community service can’t 
be overlooked. Those services are very valu-
able for one who is called on to assume re-
sponsibilities as a member of the judiciary is 
. . . The efficiency and goals of the offices 
which he has served were never in jeopardy; 
it was always done well. He has reflected 
well upon himself, and he has served this 
area with distinction . . . Bill is a good per-
son, with a passion for decency. He possesses 
no hatred, no jealousy, no envy or ill will 
that I have ever discerned. The truth is sim-
ply this. He is just a hard person to dislike.’’ 

‘‘It is our good fortune that one of Bill 
Osteen’s vision, ability and character has 
come forward for active service on the bench 
. . .’’ 

The Honorable Richard Erwin stated: 
‘‘Judge Osteen comes to the federal bench as 
well prepared for the tasks awaiting him as 
any judge I know. He has served as United 
States Attorney for this district; in private 
practice he has represented defendants 
charged with criminal offenses; and also rep-
resented both plaintiffs and defendants in 
civil actions before the federal courts . . . 
Judge Osteen also possesses an even-handed 
disposition that we call judicial tempera-
ment.’’ 

The Honorable Frank Bullock commented: 
‘‘I don’t believe that President Bush has 
made a better judicial appointment during 
his term in office . . . Bill Osteen should be 
a judge of this court. He has dedicated his 
life to service, to his family, to his church, 
to his state and to his nation. He has served 
in the legislature and as United States At-
torney and as an officer of the state bar. I 
am confident that there is no better trial 
lawyer in this district and in this state and 
probably in this circuit or in this nation.’’ 

The Honorable Woody Tilley said this: 
‘‘But not only is Bill Osteen the best trial 
lawyer I’ve ever seen . . . he also is one of 
the best people that i have ever known.’’ 

These were not empty accolades or over 
statements. If they missed the mark in any 
respect, it is because they understate the ex-
emplary qualities with which Bill Osteen has 
been endowed and the principles which he 
has invariably followed. 

The oath taken by Judge Osteen at his 
commissioning in part is this: ‘‘I, William 
Lindsay Osteen, Sr., do solemnly swear that 
I will administer justice without respect to 
persons and do equal justice to the poor and 
to the rich; and that I will faithfully and im-
partially discharge and perform all duties in-
cumbent upon me as United States District 
Judge under the Constitution and laws of the 
United States . . .’’ 

Bill Osteen has been as faithful to this 
oath as he has been to the promise he made 
to his mother years earlier. 

Judge Osteen, the Greensboro Bar Associa-
tion takes pride and pleasure in presenting 
to you the highest honor it can bestow, its 
Distinguished Service Award. This award is 
in recognition of and is in deep appreciation 
for your having demonstrated in many ways 
your deep devotion and constant commit-
ment to the honorable practice of law and to 
the better administration of justice; for your 
having made enduring contributions to the 
administration of justice and to the public 
good through unselfish service to the com-
munity and to the legal profession; for your 
adherence at all times to the highest ethical 
standards of professionalism; and for your 
thereby setting by example a standard of 
conduct and service to which the members of 
the Greensboro Bar Association might well 
aspire. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE 2004 
OUTSTANDING FARM FAMILY 

HON. JEFF MILLER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great honor for me to rise today to extend 
congratulations to the Wendell Thomas Family 
for being selected the 2004 Outstanding Farm 
Family. The Thomas family has run an ex-
tremely successful farm in Northwest Florida 
for nearly 60 years. 

Wendell’s parents started the Thomas farm 
in 1945, and to this day his mother, Lizzie 
Kate, is still an active partner in the family 
business. Wendell began working at an early 
age, and after graduating high school in 1970 
he became a full time employee in the family’s 
operation. A year after that, he married 
Dwynette Lewis, and together they raised 
three daughters who have all contributed to 
the farm. 

In 1981, Wendell purchased an aircraft and 
shortly afterward received his certification to 
apply protective chemicals and fertilizers to 
the family’s crops. In 1982, Wendell began 
running the farm full-time due to the decline in 
his father’s health. Over these nearly 60 
years, the Thomas family farm has expanded 
from one hundred to one thousand acres of 
cotton, peanuts, pasture, and woodland. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, I would like to offer my sincere 
commendation to a family that could serve as 
a role model to us all. A deep sense of work 
ethic and values has been instilled through all 
the generations of the Wendell Thomas Fam-
ily. It is my hope that this family tradition con-
tinues for many generations to come. 

NORTHERN UGANDA CRISIS 
RESPONSE ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 14, 2004 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to discuss current legislation S. 2246. I 
support this bill which would order the Sec-
retary of State to issue a report on the situa-
tion in northern and eastern Uganda. This bill, 
if passed, would also place much needed 
pressure on the Ugandan Government to pro-
vide increased protection to innocent civilians, 
pressure the Lord’s Resistance Army, under 
the leadership of Joseph Kony, to lay down its 
arms, and force the Government of Sudan to 
come clean about its relationship with the 
LRA. 

The people of Uganda have had enough. 
The fighting between the northern rebel group 
known as the Lord’s Resistance Army and the 
Government of Uganda has gone on for more 
than 18 years. Their mission to overthrow the 
government is costing many people their lives 
and their livelihoods. As a result of the civil 
conflict, more than 1.4 million people are dis-
placed within Uganda. Furthermore, women 
and young girls are being brutally raped and 
humiliated, young boys are being abducted 
and forced to serve in the ranks of the rebel 
insurgency. Bodies have been maimed and 
many have died mercilessly. 

The most shameful piece of this story is that 
there are suspicions that the Government of 
Sudan, to the immediate north of Uganda, has 
and continues to aid LRA rebel forces with 
supplies and safety from Government of 
Uganda military forces. Such accusations, if 
true, demand the attention of the United 
States and the international community espe-
cially given the current crisis in Darfur. 

Before we can properly offer assistance to 
the Government of Uganda and the people of 
Uganda, we must have concrete information 
that accurately details the extent of the human 
devastation in Uganda. This bill, if passed, 
would place that information in our hands. 
Without a thorough knowledge of the situation 
in Uganda, we will be unable to provide hu-
manitarian relief and assistance to millions of 
men, women, and children suffering under the 
hands of oppressive rebel tyrants. 

A report by the Secretary of State would be 
highly beneficial to human rights monitors, 
international humanitarian agencies, and law-
makers in the United States and around the 
world. It would explain the state of commu-
nications and infrastructure. It would explain 
the degree to which the rebels have per-
meated northern and eastern Uganda. It would 
explain the state of security and the degree to 
which civilians and outsiders are protected 
from vigilant rebels. Such information is crucial 
if we are to help lift the people of Uganda out 
of their current crisis and bring down the 
Lord’s Resistance Army. 

Bringing an end to this campaign will keep 
Uganda on its current track toward stability, 
especially regarding the AIDS crisis. This na-
tion has seen more than 800,000 of its people 
die from HIV/AIDS and has seen more than 
1.5 million of its children orphaned by this 
deadly virus. On the bright side, though, this 
country has worked vigorously to curb those 
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numbers by implementing pro-active anti-HIV 
campaigns. As a result, its infection rate has 
been reduced from 30 percent in 1990 to 5 
percent in 2003. 

This is a country that is making real strides 
toward peace. If we remain passive while the 
Lord’s Resistance Army marches on, we can 
be sure that the public health, education, tech-
nology, and agriculture infrastructures will de-
teriorate. 

Mr. Speaker, we must take this all-important 
step to learn as much as we can about what 
is happening in Uganda if we are to respond 
appropriately in the future. For the reasons 
stated above, I support S. 2264. 

f 

THE TURKISH INVASION OF CY-
PRUS, AND DEMILITARIZATION 
OF THE ISLAND 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
July 20, 2004, marked the 30-year anniversary 
of Turkey’s invasion and occupation of Cy-
prus. Since 1974, United States policy on the 
Cyprus problem has been unsuccessful in its 
efforts to influence an agreeable resolution to 
this division. On May 1, 2004, Cyprus became 
a member of the European Union of families 
as a divided and occupied nation, its northern 
part being under illegal Turkish military occu-
pation. The potential reunification of Cyprus is 
at a critical juncture. The Greek Cypriot ‘‘no’’ 
vote of 76 percent and the Turkish Cypriot 
‘‘yes’’ vote of 65 percent is strong evidence of 
the unfair and unbalanced nature of the cur-
rent version of the Annan Plan. If the yes and 
no votes had been close to the 50–50 mark, 
it might be argued that the plan is fair and bal-
anced. At this point, however, no reasonable 
person can make such an argument. Accord-
ingly, the United States and the United Na-
tions must re-examine the key provisions of 
the Annan Plan in an effort to remedy the defi-
ciencies that now plague the plan and obstruct 
the potential reunification of Cyprus. 

One deficiency of the Annan Plan is its fail-
ure to demilitarize Cyprus. There is no need 
for Turkish or Greek soldiers to remain in Cy-
prus. The United States should insist on full 
demilitarization now. The final Annan Plan ac-
tually provides for the permanent presence of 
650 Turkish troops on Cyprus with the right of 
‘‘intervention’’ by Turkey, a guarantor power 
under the 1959–1960 London Zurich agree-
ments. With Cyprus now a full member of the 
EU, there is no need for Britain, Turkey or 
Greece to remain as guarantor powers. 

Quite inexplicably, the Annan Plan does not 
provide for the immediate demilitarization of 
Cyprus. It provides for the gradual withdrawal 
of Turkey’s 35,000/40,000 troops over 14 
years with 650 remaining permanently. Earlier 
versions of the Plan did not authorize any 
Turkish troops to remain. 

There is no security problem for the Turkish 
Cypriots. The opening of the Green Line for 
crossings in Nicosia since April 2003 has al-
lowed Greek and Turkish Cypriots to interact 
on a regular basis, and this period has passed 
without major incident. 

As long ago as July 25, 1978, former Re-
publican Senator Bob Dole proposed demili-

tarization on the Senate floor during the Sen-
ate debate on the amendment, which passed, 
to remove the remaining arms embargo on 
Turkey. Dole voted against lifting the embargo 
and noted that ‘‘[n]egotiations between the two 
communities have remained stalemated over 
the presence of the Turkish occupation force.’’ 
He stated: 

The great need for demilitarization of Cy-
prus, involving withdrawal of both Greek 
and Turkish forces, must be stressed. . . . 
Once demilitarization of Cyprus is achieved, 
then the intercommunal talks between the 
Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities 
over the territorial and political settlement 
will proceed much more smoothly. This must 
be the goal of all parties: to achieve demili-
tarization of Cyprus as soon as possible. 

It is beyond dispute that this aspect of the 
Annan Plan would actually serve to decrease 
stability and security on the island because it 
fails to fully demilitarize Cyprus at the same 
time that it also affirms intervention rights for 
Turkey. These provisions of the Annan Plan 
must be changed if the plan is to be accepted 
by both parties, and carried out to successfully 
achieve a peaceful, unified Cyprus. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE SCHOOL FOR 
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES AT ST. 
MICHAEL’S COLLEGE 

HON. BERNARD SANDERS 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, every day the 
media bombards us with stories about how 
dangerous the world is. War and terrorism are, 
tragically, a part of our modern condition. Yet 
this picture of international antagonism is so 
incomplete as to give us a false picture of the 
globe we inhabit. Fortunately, there are con-
tinual efforts, heroic efforts, to bring people to-
gether. 

In fact, though often unrecognized by the 
mass media, international cooperation and ef-
forts at mutual understanding take place every 
day. It is important that we recognize those 
who do the essential and heroic work of build-
ing the bridges that unite the international 
community. 

Today I want to recognize the fine work of 
the School for International Studies at St. Mi-
chael’s College, a private liberal-arts college in 
Colchester, VT, as the school celebrates its 
50th anniversary. During the past five dec-
ades, over 15,000 international students have 
studied English at the St. Michael’s campus in 
Colchester. 

Founded in 1954 with a small program that 
taught four students from Puerto Rico, Quebec 
and Colombia, the program quickly grew to in-
clude students from 20 countries. 

In 1957 the program welcomed 100 Hun-
garian refugees, known as Freedom Fighters 
for their 1956 uprising against Soviet troops, 
to the campus to learn English. The program 
was so successful that in 1962 a master’s de-
gree in Teaching English as a Second Lan-
guage (MATESL) was established. Today, the 
School for International Studies has a world-
wide reputation as a leader in language teach-
ing pedagogy. 

By the 1970s the program was teaching lan-
guage students from over 40 countries around 
the world. 

Nor has the growth and scope of the pro-
gram slackened in current years. Recently the 
program has welcomed its first students from 
Vietnam and Egypt, and has developed part-
nerships with institutions in Poland, Thailand, 
Greece, and Colombia. Students from more 
than 65 countries have studied in the Saint Mi-
chael’s School of International Studies. 

This week Saint Michael’s College President 
Marc vanderHeyden presided over a celebra-
tion of this 50th anniversary, joined by speak-
ers from some of Saint Michael’s partner 
schools, Kanazawa Technical College of 
Japan, the Hellenic-American Union of Athens, 
both the International Christian University and 
Surugadai University of Tokyo, and the 
Gimnasio Vermont of Bogota. 

To St. Michael’s College, and to its School 
for International Studies in particular, a proud 
state and proud Nation say: Congratulations 
on working for half a century to bring people 
together and to build better communication be-
tween nations. We wish you well for the next 
half-century as you continue this vital work. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE QUALITY, 
EFFICIENCY, SAFETY, AND 
TECHNOLOGY FOR HEALTHCARE 
TRANSFORMATION ACT 

HON. PATRICK J. KENNEDY 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today for Josie King. Josie was a vi-
brant eighteen-month-old who suffered a ter-
rible accident and, thanks to the incredible ad-
vances in medicine, was saved and preparing 
to go home from the hospital. 

Before she could, though, the same health 
system that saved her then took her life. That 
sweet little girl was lost to a series of entirely 
preventable mistakes in one of the finest hos-
pitals in the nation, if not the world. 

Politicians like to say that the United States 
has the best healthcare system in the world. 
But we don’t. What we have is the best med-
ical talent in the world, the best medical tech-
nology in the world, the best facilities in the 
world. 

But the system itself is a mess. 
The best healthcare system in the world 

would not allow nearly 100,000 people like 
Josie King to die in hospitals of preventable 
medical errors. 

The best system in the world would not 
leave the United States ranked 28th in the 
world for infant mortality, in the company of 
Cuba, Hungary, and Slovakia. 

The best system would not leave almost 75 
million people—nearly one in three people 
under 65—without health insurance at some 
point over a 2 year period, especially when 
the National Academy of Sciences has docu-
mented that people without insurance have 
worse health and die sooner. 

The best system wouldn’t waste 30 cents on 
the dollar, or 1,400 dollars per employee per 
year, on care that does nothing to improve 
clinical outcomes. That’s a 2 billion dollar tax 
on employers and taxpayers in my home state 
of Rhode Island in 2004, and an estimated 
77.44 trillion dollars for the nation over the 
next decade. 

And, one thing I know for certain, Mr. 
Speaker, the best healthcare system would 
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not give patients barely a coin-flip’s chance 
whether they receive evidence-based, scientif-
ically accepted care in appropriate situations. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to introduce legis-
lation because our health care system is not 
the best in the world. Our health care system 
produces great medicine but it produces great 
medicine unevenly and with massive ineffi-
ciencies and frequent mistakes. We can do 
better. 

There’s a saying: ‘‘Every system is perfectly 
designed to produce the results it gets.’’ We 
need to redesign the health care system to 
produce better outcomes at a better value. We 
need nothing short of a transformation so that 
delivering the highest quality health care be-
comes not only the overriding goal of the pro-
fessionals within the system, but of the system 
itself. 

How do we get there? Today, I am intro-
ducing a bill called the Josie King Act to put 
in place three pillars of a transformed system: 
A fully electronic, integrated, paperless 
healthcare system; a new emphasis on im-
proving the science of better care, from the 
evidence base underlying medical treatments 
to the creation of a new cadre of health quality 
experts; and new methods of measuring the 
quality of care and new payment practices so 
that providers are compensated for the quality 
of care they provide, not just the quantity. 

We’re in the information age, and nowhere 
is information more important than in health 
care. Yet we ask doctors to practice medicine 
in the dark. 

Our healthcare system is made up of thou-
sands upon thousands of independent pro-
viders, each with its own records and no way 
to communicate with each other. Patients see 
multiple doctors, very rarely with anybody 
other than the patient as the traffic cop. 

Since the right hand doesn’t know what the 
left hand is doing, it’s no wonder that 54 per-
cent of serious chronic disease patients say 
they have been sent for duplicate tests or pro-
cedures within the last year. 

In fact, it is estimated that 20 percent of 
labs and x-rays are ordered because the pre-
vious results can’t be found. One in seven 
hospitalizations occurs as a precaution be-
cause patient information is unavailable. 

Handwriting errors and other human mis-
takes cause deaths and injuries. The chances 
of being administered the wrong drug or the 
wrong dose in the hospital is around seven 
percent. Adherence to evidence-based medi-
cine is shockingly low—barely 50 percent. 

Why? It’s not because the doctors and 
nurses and other health care personnel aren’t 
skilled or committed or careful. It’s because 
we practice 21st century medicine on a 20th 
century platform. Right now, less than five per-
cent of doctors’ offices use electronic medical 
records there’s no way for even those doctors 
to easily share information. 

The information revolution has transformed 
financial services, manufacturing, retail. Even 
hide-bound politicians are adapting campaigns 
and elections to the new tools. We need I.T. 
to transform medicine as well. 

Making our health care system fully elec-
tronic, with networks to share all information 
that patients choose to share, will create new 
tools for doctors and nurses to let them use 
their skills more effectively. 

Each provider would have a complete 
record for the patient, so there would be no 
more duplication of tests and procedures. 

Computerized decision support systems 
would catch possible errors and help remind 
health professionals of new advances in evi-
dence-based practice guidelines. 

Patients would have access to important 
health information in a way that can allow 
them to be active participants in their own 
care. 

A national health information infrastructure 
will also be a critical public health tool, helping 
the CDC and other public health agencies 
quickly pick up on and respond to outbreaks 
and acts of bioterrorism. 

As we build these health information net-
works, security and privacy must be para-
mount. In fact, we can and should make a 
new information infrastructure safer than the 
status quo, with paper records that can be 
read by anybody and are easily accessible. 

Not only could creation of this health infor-
mation infrastructure dramatically improve pa-
tient care, it could save us billions of dollars— 
dollars our health care system can scarcely af-
ford to waste. The independent Center for In-
formation Technology Leadership prepared a 
report for the Department of Health and 
Human Services estimating the savings at $87 
billion per year as we eliminate duplicate tests, 
unnecessary hospitalizations, and the many 
errors that plague our system today. 

If electronic health systems are so terrific, 
you would think we’d have them by now. But 
here’s the trouble. Most providers, especially 
physicians in small practices, have little finan-
cial incentive or wherewithal to make substan-
tial I.T. investments. 

In order to fix that, we need to recognize 
that putting in the information technology we 
need is a community-wide, infrastructure chal-
lenge. The benefits of achieving a widespread 
health information network for the community 
as a whole are tremendous, easily providing 
enough return on investment for all to gain. 

But to get there, all of the health care stake-
holders will have to work together to figure out 
how they’re going to divide up the costs and 
the savings of putting electronic systems in 
every provider’s office and of establishing the 
network. It needs to be a community-wide ap-
proach. 

The model is being built in Rhode Island. 
Work is underway to pilot the development of 
a comprehensive health information network, 
and when it is in place, Rhode Island will be 
showing the future to the rest of the nation. 

Building on this model, the Josie King Act 
lays out a phased process that will provide 
seed money and leadership to get the process 
rolling across the country and help every state 
and region build its infrastructure. With this 
proposal, we can get virtually the entire 
healthcare system networked in a decade. 

When we have an electronic health informa-
tion system, all kinds of other possibilities for 
transformation become possible. The Josie 
King Act not only would put I.T. in place, but 
would help establish new systems to take ad-
vantage of it. 

Information systems create new opportuni-
ties for developing and using the evidence 
base. The Josie King Act would promote re-
search into the comparative effectiveness and 
value of drugs, treatments, and technologies 
so doctors will have more and better informa-
tion. 

But as we expand our understanding about 
what constitutes good medicine in a given sit-
uation, we need to improve how that knowl-

edge is used. How would we react, Mr. 
Speaker, if the airline lost half of our bags? Or 
if every other computer in our offices had to 
be returned to the manufacturer due to de-
fects? 

Well that’s what we have in medicine—a de-
fect rate approaching 50 percent in many 
cases, according to research from the RAND 
Corporation. We need to challenge the culture 
and systems that we have, because they are 
simply not good enough. 

Information technologies can be powerful 
tools to drive out errors and improve effi-
ciencies, as we have seen throughout our 
economy. But they are the tools, the means 
not the end. We also need leaders committed 
to redesigning health care delivery. The Josie 
King Act would begin training this new cadre 
of health care leaders with scholarships for 
graduate study in health care quality and effi-
ciency. 

To improve quality and efficiency, we also 
must be able to accurately measure quality 
and efficiency. The Josie King Act will help 
standardize performance measurement and 
use the new electronic clinical data so that, for 
the first time, consumers and payers can have 
a single source for an apples-to-apples com-
parison of all providers’ quality, efficiency, and 
patient satisfaction. 

Over time, these performance measure-
ments can help us redesign payment practices 
so that doctors and hospitals are rewarded, 
not penalized, for improving patient outcomes. 

The status quo is just not a sustainable op-
tion. We deserve a health care system that is 
as good as the quality of the medicine it can 
provide. That means thinking critically and cre-
atively about what kind of health care system 
we want and how we build it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I did not 
take a moment to acknowledge the great lead-
ership and commitment on this issue of the 
former Speaker of this House, Newt Gingrich. 
There is nobody thinking more critically and 
more creatively about health care delivery 
than he is. Speaker Gingrich has been a ter-
rific teacher and partner tome in this effort, 
and it is the great fortune of this nation that he 
has turned his prodigious talents to fixing what 
ails our health care system. 

We can transform the health care system. 
It’s an ambitious goal, but our reimbursement 
rates are too low, our premiums are too high, 
and our health outcomes are too uneven for 
us not to meet this challenge. We owe it to 
Josie King and her family to make sure that 
our health care system follows the Hippocratic 
Oath: first do no harm. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle on the Josie King 
Act, and I hope that we can do the hard work 
to build a health care system that’s every bit 
as good as the extraordinary medicine it can 
produce. 

f 

STOCK OPTION ACCOUNTING 
REFORM ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. JIM KOLBE 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
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consideration the bill (H.R. 3574) to require 
the mandatory expensing of stock options 
granted to executive officers, and for other 
purposes: 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 3574, the Stock Option Account-
ing Reform Act. This is a highly complex issue 
with compelling arguments on each side. But 
after carefully weighing these views, I oppose 
H.R. 3574 because it is not good public policy 
nor is it good for investors. 

H.R. 3574 interferes with the independence 
of the Financial Accounting Standards Board 
(FASB) and the financial accounting standard- 
setting process. Just 2 years ago this body 
overwhelmingly passed and the President 
signed into law the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 
2002, which recognized the importance of an 
independent standard-setting process free of 
political pressures. H.R. 3574 risks damaging 
the investor confidence in and the credibility of 
our capital markets that the Sarbanes-Oxley 
Act sought to restore. FASB—not Congress— 
has the expertise to set accounting standards 
through an independent deliberative process. 
In the wake of recent corporate scandals we 
have not interfered with FASB rulemaking; it is 
not prudent to begin doing it now. 

FASB’s rule will provide greater protections 
to investors and shareholders. Supporters of 
H.R. 3574 state that expensing stock options 
will hurt the economy; I believe the opposite is 
true. Allowing FASB to promulgate its rule to 
expense stock options will improve investor 
confidence and increase investment. It will in-
stitute a standardized approach that will help 
all investors evaluate the effects of stock op-
tions upon company earnings on a uniform 
basis. Even the shareholders of Intel Corpora-
tion, one of the companies leading the fight 
against stock options expensing, passed a 
resolution calling for employee stock options 
to be treated as an expense. 

Apart from the issue of FASB independ-
ence, another key question is whether stock 
options should be accounted for as an ex-
pense or as dilution to equity. In the final anal-
ysis, I agree with Warren Buffett: since both 
employer and employee place a value on op-
tions granted in lieu of other compensation, 
they should be treated as an expense. 

The FASB rule does not prevent companies 
from using broad-based stock option plans. A 
company can, and should, as good corporate 
policy, continue to grant ownership to its em-
ployees with stock options. Healthy companies 
that previously disclosed the intrinsic value of 
compensatory options in the footnotes of fi-
nancial statements as currently required 
should not suffer from a fall in stock price 
solely as a result of FASB’s new rule. Several 
studies have indicated that, provided there is 
full disclosure, company stock prices will not 
be affected by expensing compensatory stock 
options. 

Absent from the Sarbanes-Oxley bill was 
any provision regarding the accounting treat-
ment of stock options. Recognizing the need 
to address this issue, I was a cosponsor in the 
107th Congress of H.R. 5147, the Stock Op-
tions Accountability Reform Act, to develop 
standards of financial accounting and reporting 
related to the treatment of stock options. The 
FASB rule accomplishes this objective, and I 
cannot support Congressional efforts to inter-
fere. 

VIETNAM HUMAN RIGHTS ACT OF 
2004 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 14, 2004 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to discuss current legislation H.R. 1587. 
I support this bill which would hold the govern-
ment of Viet Nam responsible for any past and 
present abuses of human rights. This valuable 
piece of legislation, if passed, would prohibit 
non-humanitarian assistance to the govern-
ment of Viet Nam unless the government in 
that country certified to the President of the 
United States that the government of Viet 
Nam has made significant advances toward 
freedom of political, religious, social, and cul-
tural expression. 

This bill would also mandate that the Sec-
retary of State report annually on the state of 
affairs in Viet Nam and that the United States 
provide assistance through the appropriate 
nongovernmental organizations for the pro-
motion of human rights and non-violent 
change in Viet Nam. 

Such actions would help restore a level of 
peace that has long been absent from the 
country of Viet Nam. Right now Vietnamese 
citizens are living under a repressive regime. 
They are not afforded the basic human rights 
to worship however they choose, speak what-
ever they feel, write whatever they desire, and 
associate with whomever they wish. Many are 
being unfairly arrested and tried, and are 
being forced to serve lengthy prison sen-
tences. 

There is evidence of under-aged youths 
serving in the armed forces. There is also evi-
dence that there is widespread torture, excom-
munication, and murder of those who choose 
to worship in non-state-approved religious or-
ganizations. Opposing political views also 
merit the same consequences. Mr. Chairman, 
Viet Nam is acting shamefully. 

Father Thadeus Nguyen Van Ly knows the 
horror of the repressive Vietnamese govern-
ment. On May 17, 2001, this 55-year-old priest 
was arrested at church for his non-violent po-
litical and religious views. Prior arrests, for 
similar reasons, date back to 1977 and attest 
to the government of Viet Nam’s longstanding 
history as a violator of basic human rights. 
Having spent more than a decade imprisoned 
for standing up for his beliefs, Father Van Ly 
was named a prisoner of conscience by Am-
nesty International. 

International attention is essential but not 
sufficient for restoring the people of Viet Nam 
their basic rights and liberties. There needs to 
be more humanitarian monitoring. To accom-
plish this there must be increased security in 
mainland and inland areas to allow for the 
safe journey of human aid and humanitarian 
workers. There is also a need for improved re-
lations between Viet Nam and its neighbors. 
Requiring the Secretary of State to write an 
annual report would provide the United States 
and the international community with a greater 
understanding of the state of affairs in Viet 
Nam. Most importantly, Viet Nam must provide 
its citizens with basic human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, for the reasons stated above I 
strongly support this bill and its potential to 
drastically improve the life expectations of 

those living in Viet Nam. The lives of many 
like Father Van Ly hinge on the passage of 
the bill. Prohibiting the provision of non-hu-
manitarian assistance to the government of 
Viet Nam will apply the right amount of pres-
sure to the Government of Viet Nam and send 
a loud and clear message that the repression 
and abuse of human dignity must carry on no 
longer. 

f 

CONCERNING NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
LIBYA 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, as the Admin-
istration continues to negotiate with the gov-
ernment of Libya regarding the U.S. sanctions 
that still remain in place, it is vitally important 
that the interests of the Pan Am 103 victims’ 
families be kept in mind. 

As all of my colleagues surely recall, Pan 
Am Flight 103 exploded over Lockerbie, Scot-
land on December 21, 1988, devastating nu-
merous families throughout the country. For 
over 15 years, the families of the 270 victims, 
including 189 Americans, have waited for jus-
tice. Given that the Libyan government has 
admitted responsibility for this horrific attack, 
the sought-after justice must include a sub-
stantial penalty to be paid by this government. 
To this end, an agreement was reached 
whereby the Libyan government is to pay 
each family a substantial sum, in stages, as 
certain criteria are met. 

In order for the next stage of compensatory 
damages to be released to the families, the 
United States must lift two executive orders, 
one which has frozen Libyan assets in the 
U.S., and another which prohibits Libyan 
airflights to and from the U.S. A deadline has 
been set at the end of this month, and if these 
executive orders are not lifted by that date 
(and there is no extension of this deadline), 
then the families will not receive this portion of 
the compensation, and it will be returned to 
the Libyan Government. 

Let me be clear, the families are not con-
cerned with the money. Rather, they want to 
ensure that the Libyan government is fully 
punished for the attack that claimed the lives 
of their loved ones. I wish to also state that 
the families are not necessarily advocating for 
all of these sanctions to be removed. If the 
U.S. decides as a matter of policy that they 
want these sanctions to remain in place per-
manently, they will support this decision. What 
the families do not want to see happen, how-
ever, is for the deadline to pass, thereby deny-
ing the families their just compensation, only 
to have the sanctions lifted a short period 
later. The Pan Am 103 families have waited 
far too long to be left standing in the cold, and 
they should not be made to watch justice slip 
away. 

The State Department and the Administra-
tion are to be commended for their efforts in 
these negotiations thus far, and I urge them to 
keep the Pan Am 103 victims and families in 
mind as they proceed towards further resolu-
tion. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. MIKE ROGERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, on 
the legislative day of Friday, July 9, 2004, the 
House had a vote on an amendment to H.R. 
3578, that would have established a Manufac-
turing & Technology Administration within the 
Commerce Department. On House rollcall vote 
No. 357, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

HONORING SANDRA FELDMAN ON 
HER RETIREMENT FROM THE 
PRESIDENCY OF THE AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF TEACHERS 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute the life, career and passion of Sandra 
Feldman, who history will record as being one 
of the greatest leaders of public education in 
the United States. Ms. Feldman is herself a 
testament of the public education system. She 
culminated a career in education by being 
elected to lead the largest teacher’s union in 
the country, the American Federation of 
Teachers. Today this Congress recognizes 
Sandra Feldman for her tireless efforts to im-
prove public education for all of our children. 

Ms. Feldman, began her life in Brooklyn, 
New York as a student in the New York City 
public school system. She recognized early 
that education was a way out of the poverty 
she grew up in. Ms. Feldman lived in a duplex 
building with four families—her family con-
sisting of five members alone. She lived in the 
toughest imaginable situation, but she per-
severed. 

After graduating from James Madison High 
School she excelled at Brooklyn College and 
continued with her academic career at New 
York University. She definitely proved herself 
to be quite the student, and then challenged 
herself to meet the challenge of educating and 
shaping young lives through becoming a 
teacher. She taught at Public School 34 in 
Manhattan. In her early days as a young 
teacher, did she dream that she would one 
day achieve the presidency of the largest 
teacher’s union in the nation? 

As Sandra began her lifelong career as an 
advocate for disadvantaged youth in edu-
cation, she participated in the great civil rights 
movement of the 1960’s, by partaking in the 
freedom rides and being arrested. As a teach-
er she became active in the union and tire-
lessly worked for the children of New York. 
She gained notice because she was clearly 
the best advocate for disadvantaged students. 

In 1966 she became involved as a field rep-
resentative for the United Federation of 
Teachers (UFT). She was repeatedly pro-
moted to become the Executive Director of the 
UFT. As executive director she oversaw all of 
the union’s activities. 

She was elected president of the UFT in 
1986. She served honorably as president for 
over a decade until she was elected as presi-

dent of the American Federation of Teachers 
in 1997. 

Sandra Feldman now steps down from that 
post. She served as the 15th president of the 
union and the first woman since 1930. Her ca-
reer as president was marked with innumer-
able successes. She is regarded as the pre-
eminent authority on urban education and dis-
advantaged youth. Ms. Feldman has served 
on a plethora of committees and on the board 
of countless organizations. She has been rec-
ognized by magazines as one of the ‘‘most in-
fluential women,’’ in the country. She is cer-
tainly the most influential educator in the Na-
tion. 

I regret Sandra’s departure from the presi-
dency of the American Federation of Teach-
ers, although she deserves a rest from her 
endless labors. She has certainly left an indel-
ible mark on public education in this Nation 
during her superb service to our youth. 

In addition to noting her successful career 
as a teacher, and unprecedented leadership of 
the American Federation of Teachers union I 
would like to extend my support and well wish-
es to this remarkable woman as she battles 
her illness. I wish her a speedy recovery. 

There are no words adequate to express 
the gratitude I have for Sandra Feldman for 
her service and my regard for the contribu-
tions she has made. 

I rise today and call on my colleagues to 
support House Resolution 714, to recognize 
Sandra Feldman for her tireless dedication to 
improving education for our children. 

f 

IN HONOR OF CORPORAL 
CHRISTOPHER M. SHEA 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to the life of a brave 
young Delaware State Police officer, Corporal 
Christopher M. Shea. Corporal Shea was a 
proud and talented state trooper who died 
early Sunday morning after his patrol car was 
struck head-on by another vehicle. 

A Marine Corps veteran and an extremely 
dedicated state trooper, Shea was Delaware’s 
33rd officer to die in the line of duty. At just 
31 years of age, Shea had already distin-
guished himself as an intelligent and coura-
geous public servant, with a true love of police 
work. As a four-year veteran of the State Po-
lice, assigned to patrol out of Troop 7 in 
Lewes, Shea served our State honorably. The 
fact that Shea was promoted to Corporal, only 
days before his death, is evidence of this 
bright young man’s unlimited potential. 

In addition to being a tremendous officer, 
Shea was also a thoughtful son, devoted hus-
band and loving father. Born the second of 
eight children, Shea grew up in New Jersey 
where he attended Farleigh Dickinson College. 
After meeting his wife, Susan, the Sheas 
eventually moved to Delaware, where they 
had two wonderful children, Christopher Jr., 
31⁄2, and Elizabeth, 11 months. 

While remembering their fallen comrade, 
Shea’s fellow officers reflected on the troop-
er’s ability to balance his commitment to police 
work with his unwavering devotion to family. 
Described as a talented and compassionate 

individual, Corporal Shea was a tremendous 
asset to our law enforcement community and 
he will be truly missed by his family, friends, 
and fellow officers. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere privilege to 
honor the life of a proud state trooper and he-
roic representative of the State of Delaware. 
Corporal Christopher M. Shea was an honor-
able defender of justice, and he deserves our 
deepest gratitude and respect. 

f 

APPLAUD THE CHENANGO RIVER 
WORKCAMP 

HON. SHERWOOD BOEHLERT 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this opportunity to applaud the efforts 
of the Chenango River Workcamp in Greene, 
NY. The Chenango River Workcamp is com-
prised of young students from across the Na-
tion. This faith-based group of youngsters has 
dedicated a good portion of their summer to 
help the Chenango Housing Council rebuild 
and rehabilitate 61 homes for senior citizens 
and low-income families who might otherwise 
not benefit from these repairs. 

This group of 450 young students has self-
lessly put the needs of others first and I am 
proud of their commitment to community and 
those in need. This leadership sets an excel-
lent example to other youngsters and provides 
a shining ray of hope for our future. On behalf 
of my constituents in Upstate New York and 
all of the areas of the Nation these exceptional 
students are from, thank you. 

f 

INTRODUCTION FOR MS. THOMAS’ 
RESEARCH ANALYSIS 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
draw your attention to the recently announced 
approval by the Federal Government for a 
California biotechnology firm to license three 
experimental drugs from Cuba. This decision 
is especially interesting in the light of the fact 
that the administration also recently unveiled 
new measures to further tighten Cuban em-
bargo restrictions. The contradictory actions of 
this administration, combined with a continued 
focus on maintaining an embargo that has 
done nothing to change the status of the Cas-
tro regime, reveal a profound lack of interest 
in truly improving the lives of average Cuban 
citizens. What is really at stake is President 
Bush’s electoral votes in Florida this Novem-
ber, rather than an ethical and constructive 
approach to U.S.-Cuba relations. These new 
embargo restrictions deserve to be reexam-
ined in terms of whether they are necessary to 
United States-Cuban policy and whether they 
may, in fact, worsen already unnecessarily 
tense relations with Cuba, as well as lead to 
counter productive reactions on the island. 

I urge my colleagues to read the following 
research analysis on the increasingly unpro-
ductive United States policy toward Cuba that 
was recently authored by Lindsay Thomas, a 
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research associate at the Washington-based 
Council on Hemispheric Affairs: 

The mammoth street demonstration wit-
nessed in Havana on June 21 was a glaring 
example of yet another counter-productive, 
anti-Castro initiative fathered by Wash-
ington policymakers. The latter may be long 
on raw ideology, but demonstrably, are short 
on reality. On that day, tens of thousands of 
Cubans gathered in front of the U.S. Inter-
ests Section (the official U.S. presence in Ha-
vana) to warn Washington against resorting 
to any preemptive military action against 
the island. 

The Bush administration, following the 
practice of all of its predecessors, has main-
tained a cordon sanitaire around Cuba, but 
ended up having to waive the penalties 
against the international business commu-
nity mandated by the ill-reputed Helms-Bur-
ton legislation. Nor is the U.S. winning 
many backers with its patently self-serving 
Florida electoral strategy masked as a for-
eign policy. The Bush administration has 
been so obsessed with wooing Miami, that it 
has fallen victim to its own immoderacy, re-
cently cutting remittances and limiting 
packages and visits from exiles to their 
Cuban relatives. By its cut offs, the White 
House has displayed the same venomous lack 
of humanity and blind fury that was seen 
with the Elian Gonzalez affair. Now, even 
many of those being wooed—Cuban expatri-
ates—are lashing back at Bush for daring to 
curb family ties in a craven hunt for votes. 

By a series of malevolent initiatives spe-
cifically aimed at worsening U.S.-Cuban re-
lations, Secretary of State Colin Powell in-
voked the latest phase of a foreign policy 
drive whose anointed mission was to place 
Florida into President Bush’s win column in 
November, even though such a demarche 
could mortally wound his already fading rep-
utation on regime issues. The motivation for 
such a sterile approach was prompted not so 
much by any genuine threat posed by Cuba 
to any conceivable U.S. regional security in-
terests, but almost entirely by domestic po-
litical factors. The predictable Castro re-
sponse: defiance in the form of the June 21 
demonstration, which provided yet another 
opportunity for the Cuban leader to return 
to his popular base to seek reaffirmation in 
a spectacular show of political thunder. But 
the question remains, when will Washington 
realize that attempting to isolate Cuba 
internationally and pressuring it internally 
at best will only fail or induce more Cubans 
to attempt immigrating to the U.S.—some-
thing that U.S. officials aren’t particularly 
anxious to encourage. 

Despite its specious claim of ‘‘hastening 
democracy on the island,’’ arguably, the 
Bush administration’s latest policies do the 
opposite—purposely escalating U.S.-Cuban 
tensions while further legitimizing Castro in 
the eyes of many islanders. President Bush’s 
mean and nasty acts serve to undermine his 
professedly lofty intentions, as they confirm 
Cuba’s role as a David daring to stand up to 
Goliath’s benighted outrages. For almost 
half a century the U.S. has attempted to iso-
late Castro’s Cuba, even though predictably, 
these initiatives have always backfired. In 
reality, it is Washington’s Cuba policy that 
has ended in the dock, not Cuba, with only 
dependent states like Chile and Costa Rica 
cheering Washington onward. 

Meanwhile, for 12 years the U.N. has voted 
overwhelmingly to end the U.S. embargo 
that is almost solely honored by this coun-
try. With decades of converting ‘‘democracy’’ 
rhetoric into self-serving demagoguery 
aimed at asphyxiating the Cuban economy 
and immiserating its population, Washing-
ton’s relations with Havana remain non-ne-
gotiable, beyond the purview of the construc-

tive engagement now routinely employed to-
ward Libya, North Korea, Vietnam and 
China. 

Nor would Castro’s death instantly trans-
form Washington’s embargo strategy into a 
success story. In fact, it might only under-
line that the U.S. fomented the deterioration 
of Cuban society while it bided its time for 
the right moment to initiate yet another in-
trusion into the internal affairs of a hemi-
spheric nation. Clearly, neither Castro nor 
any other likely successor has indicated any 
intention to fall on their sword to guarantee 
another Bush term. Meanwhile Washington’s 
thinking by now is so petrified that it is in-
capable of moving past its Cold War strategy 
of continually escalating threats and bring-
ing distress upon an innocent population, to 
encourage what it disingenuously calls 
‘‘democratic change.’’ 

f 

CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE OF 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF FOOD IN 
SCHOOLS TO HUNGRY OR MAL-
NOURISHED CHILDREN AROUND 
THE WORLD 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 14, 2004 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased to be here today to discuss an 
issue that is one of my top legislative prior-
ities, the importance of food distribution in 
schools to hungry or malnourished children 
around the world. This bill passed the Senate 
June 3, 2004, and I hope that we in the House 
of Representatives can expedite its passage 
today as well. 

As chair of the Congressional Children’s 
Caucus, it continues to trouble me that there 
are more than 300,000,000 chronically hungry 
and malnourished children in the world. More 
than half of these children go to school on an 
empty stomach, and almost as many do not 
attend school at all, but might if food were 
available. 

Distributing food in schools is one of the 
simplest and most effective strategies to fight 
hunger and malnourishment among children. 
When school meals are offered to hungry or 
malnourished children, attendance rates in-
crease significantly, particularly for girls. 

Improving the quality and access to edu-
cation for girls is one of the most important 
factors in reducing child malnutrition in devel-
oping countries. Girls who attend schools tend 
to marry later in life and have fewer children, 
thereby helping them escape a life of poverty. 

At a time when we are trying to encourage 
many countries to adopt educational infra-
structure to lay the groundwork for teaching 
democratic ideals, we must be more attuned 
to the barriers preventing children from attend-
ing school. Distributing food in schools has 
been correlated to better school attendance. 

We must continue to work to improve the lit-
eracy rates and increase job opportunities. 
Education addresses several of the root 
causes of terrorism, and we can do something 
to impact it right now. The distribution of food 
in schools increases attendance of children 
who might otherwise be susceptible to recruit-
ment by groups that offer them food in return 
for their attendance at extremist schools or 
participation in terrorist training camps. 

It is my hope that our President will work 
with the United Nations and its member states 
to expand international contributions for the 
distribution of food in schools around the 
world. 

f 

HONORING CITY OF NOVI POLICE 
DEPARTMENT ON 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY 

HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to acknowledge and honor the City of Novi 
Police Department as we celebrate the depart-
ment’s 50th Anniversary. 

The men and women who protect the Novi 
community have a long and distinguished 
record. 

In 1954, the Oakland County Sheriff’s De-
partment had been patrolling the small farming 
community of Novi, and protecting its approxi-
mately 5,000 residents. As the community 
grew, the Board of Trustees worked to estab-
lish their own force. 

The Department’s first chief, Lee BeGole, a 
member of the Wayne County Sheriff’s De-
partment and World War II U.S. Army veteran, 
organized the fledgling organization. BeGole 
served alone initially, adding three or four offi-
cers later on. He was a dedicated law enforce-
ment officer who served the City of Novi for 32 
years. 

During its early years, the Novi Police De-
partment served the community by making the 
most of its meager means. With a pair of po-
lice cars and no police radios, the operation of 
the Department was very basic. Police equip-
ment was very basic, too. The officers fur-
nished their own firearms and paid for their 
uniforms. The patrol cars did not have over-
head emergency lights, but rather were 
equipped with red or blue spotlights and a 
‘‘coaster siren’’ under the hood. 

The size and scope of the department has 
increased greatly over the past half century. In 
1991 Chief BeGole retired and Douglas F. 
Shaeffer became the second Chief of Police in 
Novi’s history. The Department moved into the 
21st Century—the 1968 Rambler with the sin-
gle red/blue roof light and coaster siren has 
been replaced by a large fleet of the latest po-
lice package Ford Crown Victorias, equipped 
with multifunction electronic emergency lights 
and siren. The old faithful police revolvers 
have been replaced by the newest in semi-
automatic Glock pistols. Laptop computers are 
installed in each patrol unit, and a new in- 
house data system at the station has taken 
over most of the hand-written reports and 
forms used daily. 

Today, the City of Novi Police Department is 
truly a world-class law enforcement organiza-
tion led by outstanding men and women who 
are committed to providing the community with 
the highest caliber service and protection. 

Mr. Speaker, today I ask you and my es-
teemed colleagues to please join me in con-
gratulating Chief Doug Shaeffer, the men and 
women of the Novi Police Department, and 
the elected officials and citizens of Novi for 
their support of 50 years of excellence in law 
enforcement. 
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IN HONOR OF GINA BULLOCK’S SE-

LECTION AS A 2005 PRESIDING 
OFFICER FOR THE YMCA YOUTH 
CONFERENCE ON NATIONAL AF-
FAIRS 

HON. PETE SESSIONS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, earlier this 
month the 2004 YMCA Youth Conference on 
National Affairs was held in Black Mountain, 
North Carolina. This annual conference brings 
together the best and brightest of the Youth 
and Government programs from across the 
country. Over 500 high school student leaders 
meet and discuss issues of national impor-
tance, and at the conclusion of the conference 
six graduating seniors are selected to serve as 
presiding officers for the next conference. This 
is considered one of the highest honors that 
one can receive in the YMCA Youth and Gov-
ernment program. 

I join my colleagues in honoring Gina Bul-
lock for being selected as one of the six pre-
siding officers to serve for the 2005 YMCA 
Youth Conference on National Affairs. Gina 
becomes the first Texan to serve as a pre-
siding officer at this conference since 1997, 
and she will be a great representative for the 
Lone Star State. 

I wish her continued success and thank her 
for outstanding leadership for Texas. 

f 

A BIRTHDAY GREETING FOR A 
HERO 

HON. TOM DeLAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday in Pinar 
del Rio, Cuba, somewhere in the dungeon 
bowels of Prison Kilo Ocho, Dr. Oscar Elias 
Biscet—prisoner of conscience—turned 43 
years old. 

Dr. Biscet is a hero of the kind that men and 
nations yearn for their entire lives. 

He is a human rights activist, a man of 
peace and justice, and therefore a sworn 
enemy of Fidel Castro and his terrorist regime 
in Havana. 

A student of Mahatma Ghandi and Martin 
Luther King, Dr. Biscet has led nonviolent op-
position to Castro and his murderous, klepto-
maniac government for years, whether on the 
streets of Havana or in the foul cages that 
pass for prison cells in Castro’s Cuba. 

Despite years-long separation from his wife 
and family, untreated illnesses, and ongoing 
abuse by prison guards, Dr. Biscet remains in 
high spirits today. 

He is an inspiration to all who suffer for the 
cause of freedom, a threat to all who seek to 
undermine that cause, and a stinging indict-
ment against free men the world over who 
would ignore the cries of injustice ringing out 
from an imprisoned island. 

But this House and this Nation will not ig-
nore, or forget, or bend in our determination to 
see human rights and human freedom re-
stored to Cuba. 

Mr. Speaker, these brief remarks may be lit-
tle noted by journalists today and historians to-

morrow, but they merit the saying just the 
same. 

That somewhere in Cuba today, an honest 
man suffers so his countrymen—so that all 
men—might be free is a heroic thing, one the 
world owes it to him, itself, and our Creator to 
notice. 

I recognize Oscar Biscet today not because 
he needs us, but because we need him. 

And I honor Oscar Biscet today, as we all 
should, Mr. Speaker, because by the life of 
service he has chosen, he honors all of man-
kind. 

I wish him and his family health and 
strength for his 43rd birthday and send my 
hopes that this will be his last separated from 
his loved ones and suffering under the 
bootheel of evil. 

f 

BOB MICHEL DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS OUT-
PATIENT CLINIC 

SPEECH OF 

HON. RAHM EMANUEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 20, 2004 

Mr. EMANUEL. Madam Speaker, as a 
proud member of the Illinois delegation in 
which Bob Michel served with honor and dis-
tinction for nearly 4 decades, I rise as an origi-
nal cosponsor and in strong support of naming 
the ‘‘Bob Michel Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Outpatient Clinic.’’ 

I didn’t have the privilege of serving with 
Bob Michel in this chamber, but when I 
worked at the other end of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, I found that the Republican Minority 
Leader worked tirelessly across party lines to 
serve the best interests of his district, our 
State, and our Nation. 

The distinguished gentleman from Peoria 
exemplifies the best values of Middle America. 
Indeed, the values that define Bob Michel as 
a man and a leader—values like hard work, 
honesty, integrity and loyalty—are the values 
that make the State of Illinois a great place in 
which to live and represent in this chamber. I 
am proud to share that common bond with 
him. 

Naming the veterans clinic in Peoria is a fit-
ting tribute to an Army hero and veteran of the 
Battle of the Bulge during World War II—who 
10 years after his retirement from Congress 
remains one of my State’s most respected and 
revered leaders. 

Madam Speaker, I am honored to support 
this measure in recognition of Bob Michel’s 
strength and leadership throughout 38 years 
of distinguished public service. 

f 

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN 
BOYERS, INC. 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY CELEBRATION 

HON. TIM HOLDEN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the Association of American Boyers on 
the occasion of its 100th year anniversary. 

In 1905, the Association of American Boyers 
held its first reunion in Dryville, Pennsylvania. 

The original attendees of that grand day have 
now grown to over 4,000 members. During the 
first reunion a mission statement was adopted 
which read ‘‘The object of this Association is 
educational, to hold reunions, and to foster, 
encourage, and develop the family spirit of the 
Boyer people.’’ 

A two-day celebration to commemorate 100 
years of existence for the ‘‘Association of 
American Boyers, Inc.’’ will be held Saturday 
and Sunday, July 24–25, 2004, on the 
grounds of the Central Pennsylvania College. 
On these dates Boyers from around the 
United States and various overseas points of 
destination will gather to celebrate their herit-
age, history, and family accomplishments. 

The legacy of the Boyer name can be 
traced to the fourth and second centuries be-
fore Christ. Carrying the name of Boiare early 
settlers moved into Germany, France and 
England. Many variations of the Boyer name 
such as Bayer, Baier, Beyer, Beier, Byer and 
Bowyer arose in the years to follow. 

Segments of these first ‘‘Boyers’’ came to 
the United States in the 1600’s. Transition of 
some family members brought a Boyer pres-
ence to Pennsylvania in the early 1700’s. Ap-
proximately forty Boyers had settled in Eastern 
Pennsylvania by 1775 and many served as 
soldiers under George Washington. Boyers 
have since spread throughout all of Pennsyl-
vania, maintain large populations in Ohio, Illi-
nois, Iowa, Indiana, New York, California, and 
Maryland and are present in some number in 
all fifty states. 

Mr. Speaker, I invite my colleagues to join 
me in acknowledging the long standing history 
of Boyers and their impact since coming to the 
United States and thank them for the many 
contributions they have made to the growth of 
our great nation. 

f 

RECOGNIZING RICHARD ‘‘RIP’’ 
HAMILTON 

HON. JIM GERLACH 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Richard ‘‘Rip’’ Hamilton for his distin-
guished career in professional basketball and 
for the contributions he made to the 2004 NBA 
Championship team, the Detroit Pistons. 

Rip Hamilton first made his mark in basket-
ball when he was a high school student at the 
Coatesville Area High School in Chester 
County, Pennsylvania. During his senior year, 
he was voted to the First Team All-State Bas-
ketball team and participated in the McDon-
alds All-American game before his graduation 
in 1996. 

Upon graduation from Coatesville Area High 
School, Rip continued to pursue his passion 
for basketball at University of Connecticut. At 
UCONN, Rip finished 2nd in career scoring 
and was the only Connecticut player to score 
at least 700 points per season twice in his ca-
reer, and 500 points in his first three seasons. 
Rip spent three years at UCONN perfecting 
his game and, in 1999 after scoring 27 points 
in the Huskies’ 77–74 championship win over 
Duke, Rip was voted the most valuable player 
of the Final Four. That same year, Rip was 
also voted 1st Team All-American by the AP 
and he was also awarded the Big East Con-
ference and ECAC Player of the Year. 
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After three years playing basketball for 

UCONN, Rip was the 7th overall draft pick for 
the NBA. Rip then began his professional bas-
ketball career with the Washington Wizards. 
He spent three years with the Wizards and 
made his NBA debut scoring ten points 
against the Atlanta Hawks on November 2, 
1999. On April 13, 2000, he registered a ca-
reer-high 26 points against the Chicago Bulls. 
He set or tied career highs in every major sta-
tistical category except blocks in the 2000– 
2001 season. Then in 2001, he was acquired 
by the Detroit Pistons where he became one 
of their star players as the shooting guard. Rip 
has been with the Pistons for two years now 
and helped lead his new team to the 2004 
NBA Championship with a 100–87 win over 
the Los Angeles Lakers in game five of the 
NBA Finals. 

Not only is Rip Hamilton an outstanding 
basketball player, he is also known for giving 
back to his community. Each year, Rip spon-
sors the ‘‘Rip City Day’’ in Coatesville, Penn-
sylvania. It is a citywide celebration with food 
and entertainment for everyone. Rip also an-
nually sponsors basketball camps throughout 
Chester County, Pennsylvania to give high 
school students the same opportunities he 
was given during his childhood. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my colleagues join 
me today in recognizing an outstanding citizen 
and athlete who exemplifies the dedication 
and hard work it takes to reach the pinnacle 
of his sport. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO WALTER JOHNSON ON 
HIS RETIREMENT AS SEC-
RETARY-TREASURER OF THE 
SAN FRANCISCO LABOR COUNCIL 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I invite my colleagues to join me 
in paying tribute to Mr. Walter L. Johnson, a 
dedicated union leader and a dear friend of 
mine. Walter recently announced his retire-
ment as Secretary-Treasurer of the San Fran-
cisco Labor Council and is being honored on 
his tremendous career and his lifelong com-
mitment to the labor movement at a banquet 
on August 6th, 2004. 

Born and raised in North Dakota, Walter im-
mediately enlisted in the army to serve his 
country during World War II. Serving as a 
Combat Engineer, he saw military action in 
Germany and Austria. At the end of the war, 
Walter returned to America where he moved 
to San Francisco and began work as a sales-
man at Sears Roebuck. He joined the Depart-
ment Store Employees Union Local 1100 and 
immediately became an active member. 

Walter’s passion for the union’s ideals led to 
a meteoric rise in the union as he became a 
business agent for Local 1100 in 1957 and 
was elected as its President one year later. By 
1960, Walter had been elected to the union’s 
top position, Secretary-Treasurer, where he 
would remain for the next twenty-five years. 
Winning reelection an astonishing eleven 
times, Walter’s continual success was the re-
sult of his continuous commitment to end dis-
crimination in the workplace. 

After twenty-five years of tireless dedication 
most people would be content to retire and 

rest on their laurels. Not my good friend Wal-
ter, who was elected to his current position as 
Executive Secretary-Treasurer at the San 
Francisco Labor Council in 1985. As with ev-
erything he does, Walter tackled this project 
head on and the San Francisco Labor Council, 
which had just been chartered only two years 
prior to Walter’s arrival, quickly grew in statute 
and importance. In fact, many of the Labor 
Council’s great successes on behalf of San 
Francisco’s working people can be attributed 
to him. 

Mr. Speaker, as leader of the San Francisco 
Labor Council, Walter represents over 140 
San Francisco unions and over 80,000 mem-
bers. He has guided San Francisco’s labor 
movement to great heights, championing a liv-
ing wage for San Francisco workers, better 
benefits for city employees and safer working 
conditions. Under his leadership the Council 
continues to strive to broaden the city’s em-
ployment opportunities and to expand the di-
versity throughout the Bay Area’s workforce. 
His accomplishments include fighting for better 
working conditions for home care workers, ef-
forts to bring more diversity to the San Fran-
cisco City College faculty and advocacy for 
more affordable housing in the city. 

Walter’s commitment to his community can 
also be illustrated through his involvement in 
the countless boards and committees to which 
he is associated. To name a few, Walter has 
served on the United Food & Commercial 
Workers International Union Advisory Board, 
UFCW International Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, the Board of San Francisco Bay Area 
Girl Scout Council, the President’s Advisory 
Board of San Francisco State University and 
is a member of Our Redeemer Lutheran 
Church in South San Francisco. 

Although Walter will be leaving the Labor 
Council, I know that his presence in the com-
munity and the foundation he has created in 
the San Francisco labor movement will con-
tinue. On top of his heavy workload, Walter is 
a dedicated family man and I am sure his 
wife, Jane and his children and grandchildren 
are looking forward to seeing more of Walter 
in his retirement. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues to 
join me in commending Walter L. Johnson for 
his forty years of dedication to the labor move-
ment, his strong advocacy on behalf of the 
working men and women of this nation and his 
commitment to the betterment of his commu-
nity. Walter’s service and compassion toward 
helping his fellow working men and women is 
truly an example to all of us and his contribu-
tion to working America will be evident for 
generations to come. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO MARLENE 
DEMAIO 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to pay tribute to Dr. Marlene DeMaio of 
Edgewater, Maryland and congratulate her on 
receiving the Frank Brown Berry Prize in Fed-
eral Health Care for her exceptional contribu-
tions to medicine. Dr. DeMaio, who is the first 
female to be recognized with this high honor, 
has shown an outstanding commitment to our 

nation’s armed forces while serving in the 
United States Navy as a surgeon and medical 
researcher in body armor technology. It is with 
great satisfaction that I recognize Dr. DeMaio 
for her well-deserved award and acknowledge 
her many accomplishments before this body of 
Congress and this nation today. Her service to 
the Navy and to the nation has been exem-
plary. 

While researching at the Armed Forces In-
stitute of Pathology, Dr. DeMaio worked tire-
lessly to improve body armor for our soldiers. 
She realized there was an important need for 
improving body armor when she learned from 
some of her Navy SEALS patients that they 
would remove their body armor because they 
found it burdensome and noisy. Her break-
throughs in body armor technology came 
through using more realistic models that more 
accurately measured the impact of various 
weaponry on body armor. This method of test-
ing is responsible for the improvements in the 
Interceptor Body Armor in use today, which 
has saved countless lives and resulted in 
fewer chest and abdominal injuries to our na-
tion’s troops serving in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

A captain in the United States Navy, Dr. 
DeMaio is currently serving at the U.S. Naval 
Academy Clinic in Annapolis, Maryland. She 
has received an appointment to the Bethesda 
National Naval Medical Center and serves as 
Chair of Orthopedic Surgery, Sports Medicine 
and Podiatry at the United States Naval Acad-
emy. In the past, she has worked as an as-
sistant professor of surgery in the Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences. In 
addition, she has served on various medical 
boards and has authored significant academic 
papers. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Marlene DeMaio has 
shown a tremendous dedication to our military 
and diligence in the field of research medicine. 
Her contributions have done much for the 
safety and well-being of our troops, and are 
worthy of recognition before this body of Con-
gress and this nation today. It is my privilege 
to extend to Dr. DeMaio my sincere congratu-
lations on receiving the 2004 Frank Brown 
Berry Prize in Federal Healthcare, and to wish 
her all the best in her future endeavors. 

f 

RANCHO VALMORA: 100 YEARS OF 
SERVICE 

HON. TOM UDALL 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize the upcoming 100th 
anniversary of Rancho Valmora, nestled on 
the eastern side of the Sangre de Cristo 
Mountains at the juncture of the Mora River 
and Wolf Creek. 

Rancho Valmora was originally established 
as a revolutionary health center for tuber-
culosis patients and bears a National Historic 
Marker for this heritage. Valmora Ranch Com-
pany was founded in 1904 by healer and vi-
sionary, Dr. William T. Brown. This tuber-
culosis sanatorium became nationally re-
nowned and a bright star in the medical world 
as thousands of patients sought out ‘‘the cure’’ 
at Valmora. It was believed the aged canyon 
walls, the warm sun, the ongoing medical re-
search and the northern New Mexico ambi-
ence provided the ingredients to heal. 
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Dr. Carl H. Gellenthien came as a ‘‘lunger’’ 

in 1927, and he headed the next generation of 
healers and researchers at Valmora Industrial 
Sanatorium. Brown and Gellenthien were 
dreamers, ahead of their time during an excit-
ing era of modern medicine. The program was 
closed in the 1960s. 

The old and crumbling site was redis-
covered in 1992 by a group of New Mexicans 
and Texans—board members of The High 
Frontier of Fort Davis, Texas. Their vision was 
to use this site as a residential treatment cen-
ter for troubled boys and girls. 

Today Rancho Valmora serves as a non- 
profit residential school aiming to assist ado-
lescents that are in need of treatment. Over 
the years I have met counselors who have 
worked at Rancho Valmora, who have shared 
heartfelt stories of these young people. These 
youth are looking for a positive role model, a 
place to fit in and a peer group that accepts 
who they are. They are trying to make sense 
of their particular situations, themselves, their 
relationships and their lives. No young person 
wakes up one day and says, ‘‘I want to be re-
jected, devalued, or alone.’’ Yet this is the 
message that many of them received early in 
their lives. Many of the youth have had bad 
experiences that no one would wish upon a 
person they care about: abandonment, vio-
lence, physical and sexual abuse, drugs and 
alcohol to name a few. They have not known 
who to turn to, who to follow and who to look 
up to. 

At Rancho Valmora, the youth learn that 
they are of value, that others care for and 
about them, and they learn that they can care 
for and about others. They find they have 
something to offer, they fit in for helping, not 
hurting others. A positive interaction with oth-
ers becomes fashionable and with that comes 
a sense of well-being and a sense of self 
worth through Positive Peer Culture. 

Within this structured learning environment, 
Rancho Valmora provides a complete edu-
cational program and recreational activities 
which will develop the mind, physical fitness 
and confidence of each student. For recreation 
the youth engage in social and physical activi-
ties through basketball, mush ball, volleyball, 
dances and through working and attending an 
old fashioned soda fountain named the Little 
Dipper. They also engage in horsemanship, 
horticulture and art to enhance their knowl-
edge base and accumulate experiences out-
side the classroom setting. 

The central position is that young people 
can develop self-worth, significance, dignity, 
and responsibility only as they become com-
mitted to the positive values of helping and 
caring for others. As an ancient Hindu proverb 
advises, ‘‘Help thy brother’s boat across, and 
lo, thine own has reached the shore.’’ 

Rancho Valmora will mark their centennial 
of service on August 7, 2004. A day of fun, 
food, and entertainment will commence with 
the dedication of a new 39,000 square foot 
school gymnasium as the students, staff and 
friends usher in the next 100 years. It is sure 
to be a wonderful time. 

Mr. Speaker, for the past century Rancho 
Valmora has served thousands of people. 
From the tuberculosis patients in the early 
20th century to the troubled youth of the 21st 
century, Rancho Valmora has mended hun-
dreds of sick bodies and souls. This special 
place of learning and healing has managed to 
take what is old and make it new again. Ran-

cho Valmora has been, is now and will hope-
fully remain a place of hope and miracles. I 
ask that my colleagues join with me in con-
gratulating Rancho Valmora. 

f 

EXTENDING AUTHORIZATION FOR 
CERTAIN NATIONAL HERITAGE 
AREAS 

SPEECH OF 

HON. DAVID L. HOBSON 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 19, 2004 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4492, which contains 
the authorization of the National Aviation Herit-
age Area Act. I would first like to thank Chair-
man POMBO, the Members of the Resources 
Committee and their staff, for their leadership 
and cooperation in advancing this idea. 

I introduced legislation to create the Na-
tional Aviation Heritage Area, which has been 
supported by Representative’s RALPH REGULA, 
MIKE TURNER, JOHN BOEHNER, and all of the 
Ohio Delegation, to enhance significant histor-
ical resources of interest to all Americans and 
to further national awareness of Ohio’s key 
role in the history of aviation. I can think of no 
better way to preserve and carry on the years 
of hard work and preparation leading up to 
last year’s 100th anniversary of the first pow-
ered flight, than to establish this heritage area. 

Few technological advances have trans-
formed the world or our Nation’s economy, so-
ciety, culture, and national character as the 
development of powered flight. Ohioans such 
as the Wright Brothers, John Glenn, and Neil 
Armstrong have been at the forefront of every 
major development associated with flight. But 
just as important are the inventors, scientists 
and engineers that have made it possible in 
less than 100 years to not only fly between 
continents, but also to fly to the moon and 
maintain a presence in space. 

My provision is fully in the spirit of President 
Bush’s recent ‘‘Preserve America’’ executive 
order that declared, ‘‘It is the policy of the 
Federal Government to provide leadership in 
preserving America’s heritage . . . by pro-
moting intergovernmental cooperation and 
partnerships for the preservation and use of 
historic properties.’’ 

The Members of Congress from Ohio have 
a long record of promoting the preservation of 
aviation sites in Central Ohio. We have pre-
viously worked together to secure funding for 
the U.S. Air Force Museum, the Dayton Avia-
tion Heritage National Historical Park, and the 
National Aviation Hall of Fame. We also 
worked closely with the community to make 
sure that last year’s Centennial of Flight cele-
bration was a huge success. 

For these reasons, it is vitally important that 
we move forward with this legislation, and I 
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 4492. 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2005 

SPEECH OF 

HON. SILVESTRE REYES 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 2004 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 4818) making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2005, and for other 
purposes: 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank Chairman KOLBE and Ranking Member 
LOWEY of the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, as well as others on the 
Committee, for their support of funding for 
Latin America. On average, funding for pro-
grams in Latin and Central America was 
slashed by 11 percent from fiscal year 2004 
levels in the President’s fiscal year 2005 budg-
et. As the Chair of the International Relations 
Task Force of the Congressional Hispanic 
Caucus, I was outraged to see that the Presi-
dent’s budget cut development assistance to 
the region by almost 10 percent and child sur-
vival and health programs by almost 12 per-
cent from fiscal year 2004 funding levels. 
While decreasing assistance funding in Latin 
America, the Administration has planned to in-
crease foreign aid in other parts of the world. 
My colleagues on the Committee have com-
mitted to undo this injustice to Latin America 
and have directed funding for the region at at 
least fiscal year 2004 levels. 

It is critical that we extend assistance to 
Latin America. In this region, extreme poverty, 
hunger, and economic disenfranchisement are 
resulting in instability—preventing democracy 
from taking root and growing. We should 
reach out to our neighbors and allies, working 
together to make the future brighter for thou-
sands of children living in poverty and hunger 
throughout Latin America. 

For this reason, I am pleased that the Com-
mittee has included language that is strongly 
supportive of the Cooperative Association of 
States for Scholarships (CASS) Program fund-
ed by the U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment under this legislation. As the Com-
mittee report indicates, this program has been 
highly effective in fostering economic growth 
and development in a number of countries in 
Central America and the Caribbean. I am also 
pleased to say that CASS students who have 
studied over the years at El Paso Community 
College have added greatly to the vitality of 
that campus. Furthermore, those students 
have, as part of their program, extended them-
selves through valuable community service in 
the El Paso area. 

I took special note of the reference to the 
long history CASS has had in Haiti. Indeed, I 
have had the chance to learn about CASS 
participants from Haiti and how they have re-
turned to their home country to make real con-
tributions to strengthening the economy of that 
nation which desperately needs their help and 
that of the international community. They have 
gone into fields such as computer technology, 
management of micro-enterprise development, 
drug abuse prevention and development of 
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sustainable agriculture. Their life stories since 
participating in CASS make clear that this pro-
gram is effectively achieving its mission. 

In light of the fact that the bill also provides 
an additional $50 million for Haiti through the 
Economic Support Fund, I hope that the Com-
mittee will join me in encouraging USAID to 
commit a portion of those additional funds 
specifically to expanding the CASS program in 
Haiti. The success of the program there and 
its strength in training individuals in fields 
which can truly make a difference in Haiti’s fu-
ture: infrastructure repair, environmental man-
agement, sustainable agriculture, among oth-
ers, offer an opportunity to see that these ad-
ditional funds are put to work quickly through 
a program that will, no doubt, bring quick re-
turns in terms of enhanced economic and so-
cial well being for the people of Haiti. 

Again, I appreciate the Committee’s atten-
tion to this particular program, and I hope that 
through CASS and other programs, we will 
seize the opportunity to assist our neighbors 
through the promotion of economic and social 
development in Latin America. I appreciate the 
Committee leadership’s commitment to work 
on further increasing funding for the Latin 
America region during conference and I lend 
my support to that effort. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO MONTEREY 
ROWE 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to pay tribute to Monterey Rowe and thank her 
for her work as the Acting Director of the U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) 
office of Congressional Relations. Her years of 
commitment and dedication as a public serv-
ant is certainly commendable and worthy of 
recognition before this body of Congress and 
this nation today. I, along with my fellow 
Americans, am grateful for all that she has ac-
complished during her years of service. 

Monterey began her service in the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service as a Data 
Transcriber in the Record Services Division in 
1980. Her efficient and productive work led to 
three promotions as Staff Assistant to the As-
sistant Commissioner, Secretary to the Direc-
tor of the Information Services Division, and 
Immigration Information Officer. At the Direc-
tor’s request she was assigned to the Legal-
ization Project that helped implement the Im-
migration Reform and Control Act of 1986. 
Monterey’s diligence earned her an additional 
detail on the Examination Branch that handles 
special requests from the public, the White 
House, Congressional, and State and Local 
government agencies regarding immigration 
benefits. As result of that experience, Mon-
terey went on to become the Senior Immigra-
tion Officer for the Congressional Relations of-
fice and was assigned to the USCIS depart-
ment in 2004. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Monterey Rowe 
has been an invaluable resource to the U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services Con-
gressional Relations Department and it is my 
honor to recognize her service and dedication 
before this body of Congress and this nation. 
I am grateful for the opportunity to work with 

devoted public servants like Monterey. On be-
half of the citizens that have benefited from 
the hard work and commitment she has given 
to the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Serv-
ices and the constituents it serves, I extend 
my appreciation for her years of enthusiastic 
service. 

f 

HONORING JOSE M. HERNANDEZ 

HON. DENNIS A. CARDOZA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor NASA engineer Jose M. Hernandez. Mr. 
Hernandez is an exceptional individual who 
worked hard all of his life in accomplishing his 
ultimate goal of becoming an Astronaut. On 
May 6, 2004 NASA announced the ‘‘Next 
Generation of Explorers,’’ and all of us in the 
18th Congressional district of California were 
very proud to hear Jose Hernandez as one of 
the 11 named in the new class of astronauts. 

Mr. Hernandez was born in French Camp, 
CA and as the son of farm workers, he grew 
up in the fields of the Central Valley. Mr. Her-
nandez dreamed of becoming an astronaut, 
and knew that in pursuing his dream he would 
face many challenges. However he also knew 
that life as a farm worker was not for him. He 
worked hard and obtained his education from 
the University of the Pacific and then a Mas-
ters from UC Santa Barbara. 

Mr. Hernandez worked as an engineer for 
Lawrence Livermore Lab and then moved on 
to become an engineer for NASA. He applied 
to become an Astronaut three times never giv-
ing up hope that one day his goal would be 
fulfilled. On May 6 his dream came true. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my colleagues join 
me in honoring Jose Hernandez for his ac-
complishments. I am delighted to recognize all 
of his achievements, and thank him for being 
a role model in his service to our community, 
and our country. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. MAC COLLINS 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I was not 
present for debate on the Stock Options Ac-
counting Reform Act (H.R. 3574) rollcall vote 
394, an amendment by SHERMAN; rollcall vote 
395, an amendment by MALONEY; rollcall vote 
396, an amendment by KANJORSKI; rollcall 
vote 397, final passage of H.R. 3574. 

I was not present for debate on Appropria-
tions for the District of Columbia for Fiscal 
Year 2005 (H.R. 4850), rollcall vote 398, an 
amendment by HEFLEY; and rollcall vote 399, 
final passage of H.R. 4850. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ for rollcall votes 397, 398, and 399. 

I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ for rollcall votes 
394, 395, and 396. 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO TAGE 
PEDERSON 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a dedicated sports-medicine pio-
neer and U.S. Ski-team trainer from Aspen, 
Colorado. Tage Pederson has helped to train 
athletes and promote the sport of skiing in 
Colorado for years, and I am privileged to 
stand here today before this body of Congress 
and this nation to recognize his accomplish-
ments. 

Tage initially immigrated to Aspen from 
Denmark in 1956 where he became the as-
sistant director, and then director of the Aspen 
Institute Health and Fitness Center until 1983. 
While at the Institute, Tage’s Danish schooling 
in physical education to develop ski training 
and physical therapy regimens caught the at-
tention of several Olympic racers. He believed 
that motion was a requirement for a speedy 
recovery from injury and is actually respon-
sible for many of the early rehabilitation pro-
grams that existed before orthopedics and 
medicine. 

In 1968 Tage was invited to become the of-
ficial U.S. Ski Team trainer and worked with 
the U.S. Alpine team until 1980 and the Nordic 
Team until 1985. He accompanied the teams 
to four Olympic games and four World Cham-
pionships as an unpaid volunteer. One of the 
biggest moments of his career as a sports- 
trainer was aiding Billy Kidd to overcome back 
problems in the 1970 Amateur World Cham-
pionships to win the gold medal in the com-
bined event that contained the longest slalom 
in the history of the sport. Tage was recently 
inducted into the Colorado Ski and Snowboard 
Hall of Fame for his service to the sport of ski-
ing for over four decades. 

Mr. Speaker Tage Pederson has committed 
decades of his life to rehabilitating hundreds of 
Roaring Fork Valley skiers and getting them 
back on the slopes. He is a caring and humble 
individual who I am honored to recognize be-
fore this body of Congress and this nation. 
Congratulations on your induction Tage, and I 
wish you all the best in your future endeavors. 

f 

125TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE LAS 
VEGAS DAILY OPTIC 

HON. TOM UDALL 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to congratulate the Las Vegas Daily 
Optic, a newspaper in San Miguel County, 
New Mexico, on its 125th anniversary. On Au-
gust 21, 2004, citizens throughout the area will 
celebrate this remarkable achievement. 

The Optic, owned by Russell A. Kistler, was 
founded shortly after the railroad arrived in 
Las Vegas in July of 1879. Mr. Kistler, who 
had been publishing a newspaper in Otero, 
New Mexico, felt that Las Vegas would be a 
more lucrative location. So he packed his 
bags, moved there and set up the Optic’s first 
office and a printing press at the building on 
the corner of Grand and Douglas. 
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At the time, Las Vegas—or rather what is 

now known as Las Vegas—was thriving. In-
deed, in 1890 the population of Las Vegas far 
exceeded that of Albuquerque; Las Vegas had 
5,273 people compared to Albuquerque’s 
3,785. It wasn’t until 1910 that Albuquerque’s 
population surpassed that of Las Vegas. 

The Optic began as a weekly—its first issue 
published July 31, 1879. But just four months 
later—on Nov. 4—it began publishing daily. 

From the beginning, the Optic earned a rep-
utation for getting out local news and for pro-
viding vivid accounts of noteworthy events. Mr. 
Kistler and his assistant wrote firsthand arti-
cles and editorials about political rallies, 
school programs, church services, sports, the-
atre performances and many other social 
events. Another popular staple in the Optic’s 
news coverage was crime—from shootings 
and hangings to robberies. 

The stories featured in the pages of the 
Optic over the past 125 years capture the 
colorful history of Las Vegas, a history that is 
the stuff of legends. 

There were stories of gunfights, public 
hangings and notorious outlaws from the ‘‘Wild 
West’’ days. Also detailed in those early 
issues of the Optic were the births of some of 
the area’s most beloved and critical institu-
tions, among them what is now known as New 
Mexico Highlands University, Montezuma Cas-
tle and the Las Vegas Medical Center. 

And then there are the chronicles of the 
struggles, among them the 91-year struggle to 
consolidate old town and new town into mu-
nicipality and the political struggle for domi-
nance between the local Republican and 
Democratic Parties. 

The Optic also published the comings and 
goings of legends such as Wyatt Earp, Doc 
Holliday and Jesse James. In December of 
1879, it noted that Jesse James had been a 
guest at the hot springs the previous summer. 

The Optic has changed significantly over the 
125 years it has been published. Ownership of 
the paper has changed hands nine times 
since its founding, but it has remained in the 
Beck family for 35 years. 

When brothers Robert and Stuart Beck pur-
chased the Optic in 1967, it had a circulation 
of 1,200. Today, its circulation is 6,000. 

The Optic reached another milestone in 
April of 1998, when after the death of beloved 
Optic Publisher Stuart Beck, his widow was 
appointed publisher. Until Delia Romero Beck 
became publisher, no woman had served in 
that capacity. 

Each publisher, editor and writer at the 
paper has left his or her mark on the Optic. 
Through the years, its pages have narrowed, 
the manner in which it is printed has eased, 
and the typewriters that once dominated its 
newsroom have disappeared in favor of com-
puters. The Optic has undergone countless 
format changes, and the editorial style found 
in the paper’s early editions bears little resem-
blance to today’s. 

But one thing has remained constant: The 
Optic’s commitment to its readers and to the 
people and institutions it covers and its com-
mitment to being fair and accurate in its re-
porting. 

In the years since the Optic began publica-
tion, other newspapers have come and gone. 
But for more than a century, the Optic has 
survived and triumphed, each day capturing in 
its pages the stories of Las Vegas and its peo-
ple. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to rise 
and recognize the Las Vegas Daily Optic and 
the citizens of San Miguel County on this truly 
momentous occasion. Their commitment to 
community spirit represents the finest qualities 
of New Mexico. 

f 

HONORING TOM MCKIBBAN, CRNA, 
MS, PRESIDENT OF THE AMER-
ICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSE 
ANESTHETISTS 

HON. TODD TIAHRT 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, today I pay trib-
ute to an outstanding Kansan, Tom McKibban, 
CRNA, MS. Mr. McKibban will soon complete 
his year as national president of the American 
Association of Nurse Anesthetists (AANA). I 
am very pleased that this son of Kansas was 
tapped as the 2003–2004 president of this 
prestigious national organization. 

Founded in 1931, the AANA represents 
more than 30,000 practicing Certified Reg-
istered Nurse Anesthetists (CRNAs). As you 
may know, CRNAs administer approximately 
65 percent of all anesthetics given to patients 
each year in the United States. They work in 
every setting in which anesthesia is delivered 
including hospital surgical suites and obstet-
rical delivery rooms, ambulatory surgical cen-
ters, and the offices of dentists, podiatrists, 
and the plastic surgeons. 

More importantly, CRNAs are the sole anes-
thesia providers in approximately two thirds of 
all rural hospitals, affording these medical fa-
cilities obstetrical, surgical and trauma sta-
bilization services. In some states, such as 
Kansas, CRNAs are the sole providers in 
nearly 100% of the rural hospitals. 

Tom earned his master’s of science degree 
in nurse anesthesia from the University of 
Kansas in Lawrence, Kansas, and his bach-
elor’s degree in healthcare administration from 
Ottawa University, Ottawa, Kansas. He is cur-
rently a practicing nurse anesthetist and part-
ner of the Butler County Anesthesia Services, 
LLC, which provides anesthesia services for 
Susan B. Allen Memorial Hospital in El Do-
rado, Kansas. 

Tom has held various leadership positions 
in the AANA as president-elect, treasurer, and 
regional director before becoming the national 
president of the AANA in 2003. In addition, 
Tom has served terms as president, president- 
elect, treasurer, and secretary for the Kansas 
Association of Nurse Anesthetists. 

During his AANA Presidency, Mr. McKibban 
has testified before committees of Congress 
on healthcare topics including nurse anes-
thesia education and the importance of nurse 
anesthetists to the U.S. Armed Forces and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. 

Under McKibban’s leadership, the AANA 
opened an important, new line of communica-
tion with the American Society of Anesthesiol-
ogists (ASA). These organizations of anes-
thesia professionals have not always seen 
eye-to-eye. The recent joint efforts of the two 
professional organizations would not have 
been possible without the initiative of Tom 
McKibban and his ASA counterpart. 

Even with his demanding schedule as a 
practicing nurse anesthetist, Tom has found 

time over the years to volunteer in his commu-
nity. He has served as president and vice 
president of the Board of Education for Unified 
School District 490, and has been an active 
member of the board of education since 1999. 
He has also served as a member of the En-
dowment Board of Butler County Community 
College and board member for the American 
Red Cross Bluestem Chapter too. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
today in recognizing Mr. Tom McKibban, 
CRNA, MS, for his notable career and out-
standing achievements. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCES EXPORT REFORM 
ACT 

HON. JOSEPH R. PITTS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing The Controlled Substances Export Re-
form Act, legislation to create and maintain 
U.S. jobs by reforming our Nation’s outdated 
pharmaceutical export control laws. 

Current law allows U.S. companies to export 
most controlled substances only to the imme-
diate country where the products will be con-
sumed. Shipment to central sites for further 
distribution across national boundaries is pro-
hibited. 

Mr. Speaker, foreign competitors labor 
under no such restrictions and can readily 
move approved medical products between 
international drug control treaty countries with-
out limit or restriction. The exclusive prohibi-
tions imposed by U.S. law on American manu-
facturers place them at significant disadvan-
tage in international markets, creating powerful 
incentives for domestic companies to move 
production overseas, damaging local econo-
mies and costing U.S. jobs. 

The legislation I have introduced today, 
along with a bipartisan group of my col-
leagues, authorizes the Attorney General to 
permit carefully regulated pharmaceutical ex-
ports to our international drug convention part-
ner countries. 

The bill retains full Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration (DEA) authority over all shipments 
of controlled substances and establishes strict 
procedures to ensure these products are used 
solely for legitimate medical purposes. While 
the DEA’s authority over exports is 
undiminished, by creating new parity for U.S. 
companies with their international competitors, 
the legislation encourages domestic produc-
tion and job growth. 

The Controlled Substances Export Reform 
Act supports American jobs and protects U.S. 
interests. I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to enact this important legislation. 

f 

MAINTAINING THE PROPER 
PERSPECTIVE ON CYPRUS 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, today 
on the tiny Mediterranean island of Cyprus, 
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Turkish and Greek Cypriots mark the anniver-
sary of momentous events that have shaped 
the last 30 years of the island’s history. The 
events of July 1974 have been the subject of 
much debate, controversy, and unfortunately, 
distortion. The United States has worked long 
and hard to help bring peace to Cyprus, and 
as both sides of this divided island struggle to 
achieve a stable and prosperous future for all 
Cypriots, it is important for this House to put 
history in its proper perspective, to separate 
fact from propaganda, and to create a fair and 
balanced understanding of the issues that di-
vide the island’s two constituent peoples (the 
Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots. 

It is easy to assume that the history of the 
Cyprus conflict starts in 1974, but this is far 
from the truth. The origins of the Cyprus con-
flict can be traced back to the Greek Cypriot 
drive for Union with Greece (enosis), a move-
ment with roots that can be traced as far back 
as the later days of the Ottoman Empire. The 
modern history of the conflict, however, stems 
from the 1950s and 1960s. 

From 1878 to 1960, Cyprus was ruled by 
the British. When the island achieved inde-
pendence from the United Kingdom in 1960, it 
was with constitutional guarantees for power 
sharing on the basis of political equality. The 
constitution foresaw (and still foresees) a bi- 
communal structure, and the peaceful co-ex-
istence of Greek and Turkish communities 
side by side. The president was to be Greek, 
and the vice-president to be from the Turkish 
community, each with the power of veto. 

Unfortunately, differences in language, cul-
ture, religion, and national traditions, ended 
this vision by late 1963 when a political crisis 
and inter-communal violence broke out. In No-
vember 1963, Makarios, the first president of 
Cyprus—a Greek Cypriot—submitted a plan 
aimed at amending the constitution. However, 
the changes proposed removed most of the 
checks and balances which had been built into 
the constitution to ensure the safety and equal 
status of the Turkish community. 

Matters came to a head on in December of 
that year, when armed Greeks attacked a sub-
urb in Nicosia, killing or capturing those Turk-
ish Cypriots who were unable to escape. 
Armed conflict spread, with the Turkish Cyp-
riots withdrawing into enclaves to defend 
themselves. A buffer zone was set up and 
manned by British troops in a largely unsuc-
cessful attempt to stop the fighting. These 
were later replaced by United Nations troops 
in March 1964, troops which are still there to 
this day. For the next ten years, the enosis 
campaign of the Greek Cypriots cost the Turk-
ish Cypriots many lives and untold suffering, 
as well as their partnership position in the Cy-
prus government. 

Former United States Undersecretary of 
State, George Ball, who, among others, as ac-
tively dealing with the crisis at the time, re-
marked in his memoirs entitled The Past Has 
Another Pattern, that Makarios has turned: 
‘‘This beautiful little island into his private abat-
toir’’ (P. 341). Ball went on further to say that: 
‘‘Makarios’’ central interest was to block off 
Turkish intervention so that he and his Greek 

Cypriots could go on happily massacring the 
Turkish Cypriots’’ (p. 345). 

For example, in March 1964, well armed 
Greek forces attempted to crush the Turks at 
Erenkoy on the north coast, in order to inter-
rupt the alleged flow of munitions from the 
Turkish mainland: they would undoubtedly 
have succeeded had not the Turkish air force 
intervened. This act added a new dimension 
to the conflict. Fear of Turkish intervention so-
bered the Greek Cypriots somewhat, and they 
settled down to a systematic economic block-
ade of the Turkish enclaves. Further armed 
conflict in 1967 provoked Turkey to threaten 
military intervention, but with the takeover of 
Greece by a Military Junta, and an economic 
boom occurring on Cyprus, enosis seemed 
less attractive and the violence subsided 

However, intervention finally came in 1974. 
During the presidential elections of 1974, 

Makarios clearly announced the cause of 
enosis, and was re-elected. He subsequently 
ordered the withdrawal of mainland Greek offi-
cers from the Island, whereupon the National 
Guard, which was under the command of 
those same mainland Greek officers loyal to 
the Junta, stormed the presidential palace in 
Nicosia, although President Makarios es-
caped. In the face of this bloody coup, which 
brought the island to the brink of political ex-
tinction and a humanitarian tragedy, Turkey, 
which was treaty-bound to act as a Guarantor 
State, was forced to undertake action. As a re-
sult of this legitimate and timely action, Turk-
ish Cypriots were saved from imminent de-
struction, bloodshed among the Greek Cyp-
riots was ended and the independence of Cy-
prus was protected. 

U.N.-led direct talks between the two sides 
to reach a comprehensive settlement to the di-
vision of the island began in early 2002, and 
reached a culmination when simultaneous 
referenda were held on each side on April 24, 
2004. 

Mr. Speaker, it is remarkable that, after all 
they have gone through, the Turkish Cypriots 
have continued to demonstrate a genuine de-
sire to settle their differences with their Greek 
neighbors in a peaceful and amicable way 
through negotiations. In the referendum of 
April 24th, the Turkish Cypriots voted 65 per-
cent to approve the U.N. plan for reunification 
of the island. In contrast, the Greek Cypriots 
gave the plan a resounding no by a 3 to 1 
margin, effectively leaving all settlement efforts 
in limbo. Yet, in an ironic twist of events, it 
was the Greek Cypriots who were allowed to 
enter the European Union in May while the 
Turkish Cypriots, like their counterparts in Tur-
key, continue to be left out in the cold. 

Under the circumstances, I agree with U.N. 
Secretary-General Annan when he cited in his 
latest report on the situation in Cyprus, that 
there is no justification for keeping the Turkish 
Cypriots in isolation from the rest of the inter-
national community. The restrictions that have 
been imposed on their economic, political and 
cultural activity internationally should be lifted. 
Turkish Cypriots must be allowed to enjoy the 
benefits—benefits they were guaranteed under 
the 1960 independence agreement, which any 
peaceful, democratic society deserves. 

Fair and equal treatment of the Turkish Cyp-
riots can only benefit the island as a whole 
and further facilitate the achievement of a ne-
gotiated settlement. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO KARL 
KRAMER 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride that I rise today to pay tribute to an ex-
pert firefighter investigator from Monte Vista, 
Colorado. Karl Kramer risks his life on the job 
every day to help people in need in his com-
munity and I would like to join my colleagues 
here today in recognizing his tremendous sac-
rifices before this body of Congress and this 
nation. 

Karl has served the Monte Vista Volunteer 
Fire Department for more than two decades 
and currently serves as the president of the 
Colorado State Firefighters Association. Re-
cently Karl turned his fire investigating role 
into a full-time career, when he opened his 
own Fire investigation business called South-
ern Peaks Investigation. Many different organi-
zations depend upon his sound judgment and 
risk to his health in determining the cause of 
a fire. Karl maintains that he began working as 
a fire investigator because he really wanted to 
do something for his community. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege to honor Karl 
Karmer for his many years of dedicated serv-
ice to the Monte Vista community. Karl’s risk 
to his own safety and health have taken him 
away from his friends and family on many oc-
casions, and I am grateful for the selflessness 
he has demonstrated to aid others. I am proud 
to recognize his efforts before this body of 
Congress and this nation, and I wish him all 
the best in his future endeavors. 

f 

HONORING TECRO 
REPRESENTATIVE C.J. CHEN 

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, during the 
past 4 years, relations between the United 
States and the 23 million people on the Island 
of Taiwan have remained strong. One of the 
reasons our ties with the Republic of China on 
Taiwan have endured has been due to the ex-
cellent diplomatic skills of C.J. Chen, Taiwan’s 
Representative at the Taipei Economic and 
Cultural Representative Office (‘‘TECRO’’) in 
the United States. TECRO is Taiwan’s unoffi-
cial embassy here and Representative Chen— 
or C.J. as he is known to his many friends on 
Capitol Hill—is Taiwan’s unofficial ambas-
sador. 
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C.J. has been a member of Taiwan’s foreign 

service for the past 37 years. More than two- 
thirds of his long career has been spent fo-
cused on Taiwan’s relationship with the United 
States, Taiwan’s most important trading part-
ner and strategic ally C.J. started working in 
Washington in 1971 in a junior position at the 
Republic of China’s Embassy. He was present 
at the time of derecognition and was a partici-
pant in the dialogue which led to the enact-
ment of the Taiwan Relations Act in 1979. 
During the next 25 years, C.J. was appointed 
to a series of increasingly important positions 
in the Taiwant government involving relations 
between Washington and Taipei, culminating 
in his appointment first as Deputy Foreign 
Minister and then Foreign Minister. 

During these years, C.J. developed strong 
friendships with Members of Congress on both 
sides of the aisle in both Houses of Congress. 
His credibility has been high with every Ad-
ministration with which he has interacted. 
Therefore, Taiwanese President Chen chose 
C.J. to serve as TECRO Representative at the 
beginning of his Presidency, knowing that C.J. 
would provide him and his government the 
best counsel, the most accurate advice and 
the best information on critical aspects of the 
relationship between Washington and Taipei. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege to 
travel to Taiwan on many occasions, including 
a most recent visit earlier this year. My knowl-
edge of Taiwan has been greatly enhanced by 
the friendship I have developed with C.J. over 
the past 22 years. I will miss having him in 
Washington as TECRO Representative. But I 
am heartened to know he and his lovely wife 
Yolanda will be returning to Taipei where he 
will continue to make important contributions 
on matters between the United States and the 
people of Taiwan. As C.J. concludes his Tour 
as Taiwan’s unofficial ambassador, I am cer-
tain all of my colleagues wish him well and 
congratulate him on a job well done. I look for-
ward to seeing him again in Taipei or when-
ever he returns to Washington in the future. 

f 

WCCO RADIO HAS BEEN A ‘‘GOOD 
NEIGHBOR’’ TO MINNESOTANS 
FOR 80 YEARS 

HON. JIM RAMSTAD 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a legendary Minnesota institu-
tion, WCCO Radio, which is celebrating its 
80th Anniversary. 

WCCO officially went on the air on October 
2, 1924, broadcasting from a tower in Coon 
Rapids, Minnesota, now in the Third Congres-
sional District. WCCO was the largest radio 
station west of the Mississippi. Named for the 
Washburn Crosby Company, WCCO was the 
second radio station (and first for-profit com-
mercial broadcaster) in the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, WCCO has been a ‘‘Good 
Neighbor’’ to all Minnesotans and the entire 
Upper Midwest, and this historic milestone is 
truly deserving of special recognition. 

For eight decades, Minnesotans have tuned 
to 830 on the dial to keep up on the news, 
sports, school closings, blizzards, heat waves, 
tornadoes, floods, election results, community 
celebrations, farm prices, health tips, market 
updates and world events. 

WCCO gives us what we need, when we 
need it. 

WCCO has always nurtured our better in-
stincts, raising money and volunteers to help 
countless charities, veterans groups, church-
es, synagogues, civic efforts, storm cleanups 
and people in need. WCCO has always em-
bodied public service of the highest order! 

Mr. Speaker, WCCO has been Minnesota’s 
bulletin board for generations. Our grand-
parents and parents and children have count-
ed on WCCO to deliver us what we need to 
know. And the family of WCCO employees 
who have provided this tremendous public 
service need to know how much we appre-
ciate their hard work through the years. 

The voices heard on WCCO Radio over the 
years are legendary to all Minnesotans, good 
neighbors to us all. They have been like mem-
bers of the family: Cedric Adams, Halsey Hall, 
Bob De Haven, Joyce Lamont, Howard Viken, 
Dick Chapman, Jim Bormann, Ron Handberg, 
Clayton Kaufman, Ray Christensen, Steve 
Cannon, Charley Boone, Roger Erickson, 
Jergen Nash, Sid Hartman, Randy Merriman, 
Paul Giel, Maynard Speece, Chuck Lilligren, 
Roger Strom, Dave Lee, Eric Eskola, Mike 
Lynch, Sue Zelickson, Ruth Koscielak, Bruce 
Hagevik, Rich Holter, Telly Mamayek, Jeff 
McKinney, Steve Enck, Adam Carter, Angela 
Babb, Rita Maloney, Russ Knuth, Steve Mur-
phy, Susie Jones, Tim Russell, Denny Long, 
Bill Diehl, Pat Miles, Dave Mona, Dark Star, 
Don Shelby, John Gordon, Patty Peterson, 
Mike Max, Al Malmberg, Kim Jeffries, Dan 
Gladden, Dan Terhaar and so many others. 

What friends they have been to all Minneso-
tans, as we have truly been blessed with their 
enduring talents and commitment to excel-
lence in broadcasting. 

WCCO’s tradition of excellence and service 
to the community have been truly remarkable. 
From recognizing public service with its ‘‘Good 
Neighbor Award’’ to offering accurate, com-
prehensive news and information, WCCO 
Radio has achieved an unparalleled level of 
trust with its loyal listening audience. WCCO 
truly connects with its listeners in a special, 
personal way. 

Mr. Speaker, the trust that exists between 
WCCO and its listeners is all the more out-
standing because of the large geographical 
area WCCO serves. As one of the 12 original 
‘‘clear channel’’ stations, WCCO is the only 
operator allowed on the 830AM setting. With 
its powerful transmitters, WCCO Radio can be 
heard not only in Minnesota, but in Wisconsin, 
Iowa, the Dakotas and far beyond. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of WCCO Radio 
have been the consummate ‘‘Good Neigh-
bors’’ for 80 years, and we salute them for 
their legendary public service. 

Happy 80th birthday, WCCO Radio! 
f 

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL EDWARD A. 
OWSLEY 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with deep 
sadness that I inform the House of the death 
of Colonel Edward Owsley of Fort Leonard 
Wood, MO. 

Colonel Owsley was born on March 13, 
1913, in Marshall, MO. He joined the Missouri 

National Guard in 1931 and was called to ac-
tive duty in 1940 at Camp Robinson, AR. He 
was commissioned as a Second Lieutenant of 
Infantry during World War II and served in the 
Far East Campaigns. He continued to serve 
after the war and retired in 1966 with the rank 
of Colonel. 

Since 1966, Colonel Owsley devoted his life 
to public service. He served 20 years as the 
executive vice president of the Rolla Area 
Chamber of Commerce and later as the 
group’s ambassador. He was a former state 
president of the Association of the United 
States Army, on the board of the Community 
Development Corp., adviser to Lambda Chi 
fraternity and an Honorary Knight of St. Pat-
rick. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues will join 
me in offering our deepest condolences to his 
two daughters, Linda Clift and Pat Jordan of 
Rolla, MO. Let us offer our gratitude for his 
many years of service to the United States of 
America. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO BETTY 
JARAMILLO 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am privileged 
today to rise and pay tribute to Betty Jaramillo 
of Manzanola, Colorado, for her many years of 
dedication to the education of our youth at 
Manzanola Elementary School. As she cele-
brates her retirement, I would like to take this 
opportunity to recognize her career before this 
body of Congress and this nation. 

Betty has lived all her life in Manzanola. Her 
career at Manzanola Elementary School start-
ed when she attended the school there as a 
young child and student. Later, she returned 
to the school as an employee working as a 
migrant aide. It did not take long before she 
was promoted to work as the school secretary, 
a position in which she would spend the large 
majority of her tenure. For thirty-six years, she 
has been a staple in the school and the com-
munity by forming strong relationships with the 
students and other teachers. After spending 
well over three decades at the elementary 
school, she has chosen to spend more time 
with her family and hopes to travel with her 
husband. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to recognize 
Betty Jaramillo before this body of Congress 
and this nation. She has dedicated her life to-
ward the betterment of others and I wish her 
all the best in her future endeavors. 

f 

LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL HIS-
TORICAL PARK DESIGNATION 
ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. BRIAN BAIRD 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, July 19, 2004 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
extend my gratitude to Congressman MARK 
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SOUDER and former Superintendent of Ft. 
Clatsop Memorial, Don Striker. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MR. GARY GRASMICK 
FOR HIS SERVICE TO THE HOUSE 

HON. ROBERT W. NEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, on the occasion of 
his retirement on August 2, 2004, we rise to 
thank Mr. Gary Grasmick for outstanding serv-
ice to the U.S. House of Representatives. For 
the past 29 years Gary has served this great 
institution as a valuable employee at House 
Information Resources, HIR, within the Office 
of the Chief Administrative Officer. 

Throughout his career with HIR, Gary has 
held many positions of increasing responsi-
bility. He began his career at the House on 
June 16, 1975 as a Production Control Spe-
cialist in the HIR data center. For many years 
Gary’s technical, analytical, communication, 
and financial skills served him well in his effi-
cient management of information technology 
budgets and contracts. He performed exten-
sive amounts of research and analysis of ven-
dors’ hardware and software offerings to ac-
quire the most cost effective and functional 
products for the House. Gary has also been 
responsible for configuration management of 
data center hardware and software and served 
on several HIR task forces. Since 1998, Gary 
has been a member of HIR’s Immediate Office 
as the Resources Manager where all his years 
of experience have been invaluable in serving 
senior management. As Resources Manager, 
Gary also oversaw the HIR financial manage-
ment and procurement processes to ensure 
compliance with House guidelines and the re-
sponsible execution of appropriated funds. 
Gary was also the recipient of the HIR Quality 
Award, an in-house award given to out-
standing employees for service beyond their 
assigned duties. His peers and co-workers will 
miss Gary’s professionalism and friendly man-
ner. 

On behalf of the entire House community, 
we extend congratulations to Gary for his 
many years of dedication and outstanding 
contributions to the U.S. House of Represent-
atives. We wish Gary many wonderful years in 
fulfilling his retirement dreams. 

f 

IN MEMORIAM—SPECIALIST CRAIG 
STUART FRANK 

HON. CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great sorrow that I take this floor to pay tribute 
to one of Michigan’s fallen sons, Army Spe-
cialist Craig Stuart Frank. Spc. Frank was a 
military police officer assigned to the 1775th 
Military Police Company out of Taylor, Michi-
gan and deployed in Iraq. 

Spc. Frank was on assignment guarding a 
truck convoy mission from Kuwait to a location 
north of Baghdad when he and his comrades 
came under a rocket propelled grenade attack. 
It was on this mission that he gave his last full 
measure of devotion. 

Long before his deployment to Iraq, Spc. 
Frank was a hero to his family, Timothy and 
Linda Frank, and his friends of Lincoln Park, 
Michigan. He joined the military to first serve 
his country, but also to take advantage of the 
benefits to pay off his school loans. His father 
said that, ‘‘he didn’t want to burden us with the 
payments.’’ Craig was studying education at 
Eastern Michigan University and his goal was 
to become a history teacher. He also showed 
an interest in becoming a firefighter. 

Craig was apparently an avid reader. He 
brought with him to Iraq 15 books when he 
was shipped out. His bookishness was a 
cause for much teasing from his fellow 
guardsmen of the 1775th. 

Spc. Frank’s service in the Michigan Na-
tional Guard and the way he conducted him-
self in uniform and in battle teaches us a lot 
about courage. Serving his country was a 
great source of pride to Craig, and he died on 
duty in the field of battle. 

My thoughts, prayers and tears are with the 
Frank family and the lady of Craig’s affection, 
Ms. Connie Walker. Craig answered the call to 
duty and served his country and the State of 
Michigan with valor. The Army has a tradition 
of ‘‘No man left behind.’’ In that tradition, the 
story and memory of Spc. Frank will not be 
left behind. They continue to live on in the 
thoughts and stories of families and friends. 

To the Frank family, I wish to borrow from 
Abraham Lincoln’s letter to Mrs. Bixby: ‘‘I pray 
that our heavenly Father may assuage the an-
guish of your bereavement, and leave you on 
the cherished memory of the loved, lost and 
solemn pride that must be yours to have laid 
so costly a sacrifice upon the altar of free-
dom.’’ 

On behalf of a grateful nation, please accept 
our gratitude and deepest sorrow for your sac-
rifice. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO BREANN 
BLACKMAN 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a smart, happy, and beautiful 
seven-year old, Breann Blackman, who bright-
ens the lives of her family and her Grand 
Junction, Colorado community. Despite the 
many challenges she has faced she maintains 
a healthy and happy attitude towards life. I am 
proud to join my colleagues here today before 
this body of Congress and this nation in rec-
ognizing her tremendous caring and fun-loving 
nature in the face of great adversity. 

When Breann was three-months old she 
was diagnosed with infantile scoliosis. The dis-
ease produces a severe twisting of the spine, 
which causes her to spend twenty-three hours 
of the day in a brace that encases her torso 
from the hips up to her armpits and has an at-
tachment for neck and head support. The 
brace comes off for half an hour stretching ex-
ercises at recess and half an hour to take a 
bath. She attends swim therapy at St. Mary’s 
Life Center and does breathing exercises four 
times a day with a Bi-pap breathing machine. 
In addition to these daily aspects of her life, 
she and her brother Jordan experienced the 
loss of both their mother and father to tragic 

circumstances and now live under the custody 
of their grandparents Lilian and Gene. 

Mr. Speaker, Breann Blackman has sur-
passed many obstacles in her life, and I am 
honored to recognize her strength and vitality 
before this body and this nation today. Thank 
you Breann for improving the lives of the peo-
ple around you, and I wish you all the best in 
your future endeavors. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JUANITA PHILLIPS 

HON. KAREN McCARTHY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to the late Juanita R. 
Phillips, a retired St. Louis Public School edu-
cator and the aunt of my colleague and dear 
friend, Congresswoman DIANE WATSON. Ms. 
Phillips died of natural causes on July 1, 2004, 
less than three months shy of celebrating her 
100th birthday. Born in Chicago, Illinois, on 
September 26, 1904, she experienced many 
highs and lows of this great country’s history, 
witnessing historic events from both World 
Wars and the Great Depression to landing as-
tronauts on the Moon. She attended the Clin-
ton, Iowa Public Schools, graduated from the 
University of California-Los Angeles in 1927 
and earned a master’s degree in English from 
Ohio State University. She was a pioneer and 
a model for women of her day and today. 

Ms. Phillips pursued a rewarding career 
teaching English at historically black institu-
tions such as Florida A&M College in Talla-
hassee, Florida and the Hampton Institute in 
Hampton, Virginia, before moving to St. Louis, 
Missouri in 1943 with her husband, Dr. A.C. 
Phillips. Ms. Phillips followed her love for 
teaching English to Soldan High School in the 
St. Louis Public School system, from which 
she retired in 1972, and subsequently served 
as a tutor. 

In her years as an educator Ms. Phillips 
touched many lives. One of those lives is that 
of her niece, my dear friend and colleague, 
Congresswoman DIANE WATSON. DIANE has 
followed in the footsteps of her Aunt Juanita 
by devoting her life to community service, first 
as a teacher and school board member, and 
then as a California State Senator and later as 
U.S. Ambassador to the Federated States of 
Micronesia. DIANE has been a role model to 
other women just as Aunt Juanita was for her. 

Juanita Phillips was truly an exemplary 
American. She overcame obstacles of racism 
and hatred to ensure a better life for her family 
and future generations. The challenges she 
faced as an African American educator 
through the years of segregation in our coun-
try were difficult to overcome, but Juanita 
didn’t give up. She was undaunted by her 
commitment to making her world a better 
place, and she succeeded in doing so for all 
of us. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in celebrating 
the life of a woman who dedicated her life to 
education and to making sure future genera-
tions could realize their dreams. There are les-
sons to be learned from someone who gave 
so much to so many. Let us all join in giving 
gratitude for this philanthropic, civic minded 
and loving individual, Juanita Rabouin Phillips, 
and to her niece, Representative DIANE WAT-
SON, who carries on the legacy by her service 
in the Congress. 
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TRIBUTE TO JUDGE MICHAEL M. 

MIHM 

HON. RAY LaHOOD 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate Judge Michael M. Mihm on re-
ceiving the USAID Outstanding Citizen 
Achievement Award. The award recognizes 
volunteerism in overseas development con-
text. In January 1994, Judge Mihm was ap-
pointed the first chairperson of the Committee 
on International Judicial Relations by Chief 
Justice William Rehnquist. In 2000, he was 
approached by the Librarian of Congress, Dr. 
James Billington, to help design an expanded 
rule of law component for the Library of Con-
gress’ Open World Leadership Center. Judge 
Mihm has hosted three Open World delega-
tions at his home. He continues to serve as 
the Russian liaison for the Committee on Inter-
national Judicial Relations to the Open World 
Partnership. Judge Mihm also provides vol-
untary counsel to Open World and USAID’s 
Russian American Judicial Partnership. 

Judge Mihm has dedicated several years of 
his time to the Committee on International Ju-
dicial Relations and the Open World program. 
I am happy to recognize him for his work and 
dedication to these programs. 

f 

HONORING STUDENTS AROUND 
NEW YORK CITY WHO PARTICI-
PATED IN THE CONSTITUTION 
EDUCATION AND ENGAGEMENT 
PROJECT 

HON. ANTHONY D. WEINER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib-
ute to the over 100 students from around New 
York City who participated this year in the 
Constitution Education Engagement Project. 
The CEEP program, of which Carl Bonomo is 
the founder and Dorothy McCloskey is the di-
rector, takes secondary school students from 
around New York City and asks them to have 
hearings, discussions and debates and arrive 
at a piece of legislation for this Congress to 
consider. 

This year, the winner was from Wadleigh 
Secondary School. Karen Watts, Wadleigh’s 
principal, led a group of students that rep-
resents the City’s best and brightest: Vanessa 
Reyes, Aaron Gardner, Evelin Valladared, and 
Victoria Bunn. In addition, I want to mention 
individuals who deserve special commenda-
tion at two other schools that participated in 
CEEP: principal Joseph Zaza at the Leon M. 
Goldstein School and Susan Getting and 
Maureen Longeran at the Townsend Harris 
School. 

The legislation that the Wadleigh team has 
come up with addresses problems that affect 
over 41 States in the United States, and that 
is the inequity between funding among dif-
ferent school districts. In New York State 
alone, $17,000 is spent per student in one dis-
trict compared to $6,000 per student in others. 

Since 1973, 45 different States have had to 
address the inequities in school funding. The 

students at the Wadleigh Secondary School 
deserve our thanks for their efforts to address 
the problems we have in our country through 
the legislative process. 

I hope this House joins in paying tribute to 
their successes. 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY ACT 
(EEOA) 

To provide equal access to quality edu-
cation to all United States Citizens and Resi-
dents 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF 
CONTENTS 

(a) This Act may be cited as EEOA of 2004 
(b) Table of Contents. The table of con-

tents for this act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short Title and table of contents 
Sec. 2. Abstract 
Sec. 3. The EEOA 
Title 1. Quality Education—Requirement 

to provide quality education to all citizens 
and residents. 

Sec. 101. Definition of Quality Education 
Sec. 102. Establishing a Uniform Standard 
Title II. Funding—Establish permanent 

funding source that will allow goals of act to 
be met. 

Sec. 201. Establishing special fund for act 
Sec. 202. Increasing education expenditures 

on an adjusted per student basis 

SECTION 2. ABSTRACT 

We live in a time when only the educated 
are free. As we become more technologically 
advanced and information plays more of a 
critical role, only those individuals who have 
had a sound education will be able to com-
pete and succeed in the global marketplace. 
This need for a quality education is most 
critical for those people who are on the low-
est social and economic levels of our society. 
Now more than ever all must have access to 
a good education in order to have a fair 
chance in life. Sadly, those who are most in 
need of quality education have the least 
amount of access to it. 

The 14th Amendment to the United States 
Constitution provides that every citizen will 
have equal protection of the law, but a Su-
preme Court decision in the case of Plessy v. 
Ferguson (1896) almost erased the protec-
tions provided by this amendment. The 
Plessy decision created the system of sepa-
rate but equal and allowed for the legal sepa-
ration of people based upon nothing but the 
color of their skin. This ruling allowed for 
the establishment of separate school facili-
ties for white people and people of color. 
These facilities were anything but equal. 
Schools that served students of color were 
inferior in many important aspects. The 
physical conditions of the schools were poor, 
books and other materials were in poor con-
dition, outdated or not available at all. The 
teachers were paid less than their white 
counterparts. The landmark ruling in the 
Supreme Court case of Brown v. the Board of 
Education (1954) ended the practice of legal 
segregation in public schools and struck 
down the Jim Crow laws that forced second- 
class citizenship on people of color. Despite 
this, American society in many ways re-
mains as segregated as it was before 1954. No-
where is this segregation more evident than 
in our public schools. Even though great peo-
ple such as Charles Hamilton Houston the 
architect of the argument for the Brown 
case, Supreme Court Justice Thurgood Mar-
shall, and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., dedi-
cated their lives to ensure that there would 
be equal educational opportunities for all 
Americans, we have yet to see this become a 
reality. 

Recent studies show that the country’s 
largest inner city school districts remain 
dramatically divided along lines of race and 

economic class. These studies find that the 
poorest school districts have a population 
that consists mostly of minority students 
while white students make up the majority 
of wealthy districts. The difference in the 
funding received by school districts is also 
very surprising. In New York State alone, 
$17,000 is spent per student in the wealthiest 
districts while only $6000 per student is spent 
in the poorest districts. This stark difference 
led to the creation of the Campaign for fiscal 
Equity (CFE), a group of parents, business-
men and politicians who sued the state of 
New York to get more funding for the poorer 
school districts. After a long battle that 
lasted for several years, the New York State 
Courts ruled that the state must provide 
equal funding to those poor school districts. 
But New York is not the only state where we 
see this type of inequality—41 out of 50 
states in the country have a similar situa-
tion. 

Unequal funding has had a direct impact 
on the academic achievement of under fund-
ed schools and students. Students who at-
tend schools located in districts that receive 
less funding also have lower scores on stand-
ardized tests and are more likely to be below 
grade level in reading and math. Students 
from these under-funded schools are also 
more likely to drop out of school and fewer 
students from these attend and graduate 
from college. 

Recently, the federal government has tried 
to address the problem by the passing the No 
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). NCLB re-
quires all school districts to achieve min-
imum academic standards as measured by 
standardized tests. Those states whose 
school districts do not meet these standards 
would lose some of their federal funds. The 
NCLB Act has been criticized because it does 
not provide the funding that schools would 
need to meet the standards set by the law. In 
fact, those school districts whose students 
are the most in need of additional funding 
would likely be the first ones to lose funding 
if their students, who also have the greatest 
academic deficits, do not achieve satisfac-
tory scores. Many parts are NCLB are good 
and should be expanded, but a couple of the 
things that the law does not do is provide 
funding that is substantial enough to 
achieve it’s goals, and it does not require 
that states provide equal funding. It is the 
goal of the EEOA to address the problems 
that NCLB does not. 

SECTION 3. THE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITY ACT 

Title I.—Quality Education For All Citi-
zens and Residents. The federal government 
will be required to ensure that every child 
within the boarders of the United States is 
provided with the opportunity to receive a 
‘‘quality educational experience.’’ 

Sec. 101. Definition of ‘‘Quality Edu-
cation’’—For the purposes of this Act, a 
‘‘quality education’’ will be defined as: (1) An 
education that provides each student the op-
portunity to develop the skills that are nec-
essary to become a productive member of 
their local, national and global commu-
nities. (2) Developing the skills and knowl-
edge necessary to effectively participate in 
the global marketplace. (3) Adequate phys-
ical facilities to meet the demands of the 
uniform distribution of funds. (4) Well- 
trained certified teachers who are paid at a 
competitive rate. (5) Providing a variety of 
learning experiences that include opportuni-
ties for extracurricular interests and social 
development. 

Sec. 102. Establishing a Uniform Stand-
ard—To ensure that each child receives a 
quality education this act shall establish a 
framework for the equitable distribution of 
funding to create the programs and cur-
riculum necessary to meet the goals of a 
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quality education as defined in Sec. 101 and 
to provide states and local school boards 
with the resources to address each school’s 
unique challenges in meeting the require-
ment for a quality education through a flexi-
ble and equitable distribution of dollars so 
each school has an equal opportunity to 
shore up its curricular weaknesses as they 
define it in their local communities once the 
basic national, state and local requirements 
and standards have been met, a standard by 
which individual state education programs 
will be measured. 

Title II.—Funding. A special fund will be 
established to fully implement all aspects of 
the EEOA. Additionally a special committee 
will be created to develop a formula for per 
student expenditures that will result in 
equal spending for all students. 

Sec. 201. Establishing a Special Fund to 
Fully Support the EEOA—A fund will be cre-
ated that will be used solely for the purpose 
of providing support of the EEOA. The fund 
is to be developed and established by appro-
priate legislation. 

Sec. 202. Increase in Per Student Expendi-
tures—A commission will be created to de-
termine per student expenditure required to 
support the provisions included in Title I of 
this act. Several factors will be taken into 
consideration when making this determina-
tion, including: 1) economic and social condi-
tions that exist in a student’s school district 
2) the academic and social circumstances of 
the student 3) the ability of the student’s 
school and community to raise funds inde-
pendently. Taking these factors into consid-
eration will insure that the schools and stu-
dents who have the greatest need will receive 
the greatest amount of funding and support. 
School districts that have adequate spending 
for each student will not be required to re-
duce their expenditures. When developing 
the per student spending formula, the com-
mission shall also consider external factors 
such as the cost of living in each school dis-
trict, property values in the district and ad-
ditional community resources. This will 
allow the amount distributed to each school 
district to be prorated according to these 
factors. (Building a school in Georgia does 
not cost as much as building a similar facil-
ity in New York City, therefore the actual 
dollar amount spent on a student in Georgia 
may be less, but the value received from the 
expenditure is equivalent). 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO DONNA 
FERGANCHICK 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to pay tribute to Donna 
Ferganchick for her tireless service to her 
Delta, Colorado community. Donna is a dedi-
cated volunteer for numerous community orga-
nizations and it is my privilege to recognize 
her efforts before this body of Congress and 
this nation. 

Donna is a western Colorado native. Her 
family moved to Delta in 1956, and then to 
Cedaredge where she graduated from high 
school. Soon after Donna met and married her 
husband Les in 1959. She purchased the fam-
ily ranch on the Gunnison River near Delta 
where she and her family have lived for the 
last thirty-two years, raising three children. 

After receiving her real estate license and 
attending some classes at Mesa State, she 

was persuaded to run for Delta County Asses-
sor. Donna faithfully served her county for two 
terms and was urged to run for county com-
missioner. Months later she was elected and 
became Delta County’s first woman county 
commissioner, again serving her community 
for two terms. 

In 2001, Donna retired from civil service so 
that she and her husband could travel. In Sep-
tember, Les became ill and tragically passed 
away. When Donna was at the hospital she 
was overcome by how friendly the staff was to 
her, so she decided to return the favor by 
being an emergency room volunteer and also 
serves on the hospital foundation board. She 
also helped with the Delta County 4-H founda-
tion, sits on the hospice advisory board, and 
is a part time executive director for Grand 
Mesa Scenic Byways. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Donna 
Ferganchick has been an invaluable resource 
to Delta County and the city of Delta. Her hard 
work and humble service to her community is 
extraordinary and worthy of acknowledgment 
before this body of Congress and this nation. 
Thanks, Donna, for all your hard work, and I 
wish you all the best in your future endeavors. 

f 

SUPPORTING THE UMWA ON COAL 
MINE MEMORIAL 

HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the United Mineworkers of America 
(UMWA) who over the last two days have 
been participating in a coal mine memorial. 

The UMWA has called for a nationwide two- 
day memorial, shutting down all the union 
mines in the U.S. to symbolize the importance 
of a federal court decision expected sometime 
this week. This decision has the potential to 
impact the fate of health care benefits for 250 
working miners at the Zeigler 11 mine near 
Coulterville, Illinois and hundreds of retired 
coal miners in my congressional district. 

These people have worked hard to earn 
benefits and a pension to sustain them and 
their families through retirement. Yet, the way 
our laws are structured, we allow companies 
to get out of their responsibilities to these 
hardworking Americans and their families. This 
is unfortunately happening more and more 
across our country and it needs to stop. 

Health care has gone from a matter of con-
cern to a crisis of major proportion. Seniors 
are splitting their pills to make their medica-
tions last. People will not go to a doctor be-
cause they cannot afford it. We have more 
than 40 million people who are uninsured. 
Health care has become a crisis in America. 

There is a historical commitment to pro-
viding health care for retired coal miners and 
we must continue that commitment. Mr. 
Speaker, the people that are in jeopardy of 
losing their health care spent their careers 
producing the energy which powers this na-
tion. We must not turn our backs on them 
now. We must not allow them to be robbed of 
the health care they so desperately deserve 
and need. 

INTRODUCTION OF A RESOLUTION 
TO HONOR THE CHILDREN OF 
AMERICA 

HON. MARK UDALL 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, today 
my fellow colleague from Colorado, Rep-
resentative BEAUPREZ, and I are introducing a 
resolution to honor this nation’s children and 
express the desire to mark the first Wednes-
day in March as National Children’s Day. 

The resolution expresses the sense of the 
House of Representatives urging the President 
to proclaim that the first Wednesday of March 
each year should be named National Chil-
dren’s Day in honor of the future generations 
of our country. 

The Great Sioux Nation can be used as a 
role model to lawmakers in America as we de-
bate any bill here on the floor of the House of 
Representatives. They place a high value on 
the children of the tribe, as they represent the 
future of the tribe. When important decisions 
are being made, the Sioux always discussed 
what the impact of the decision would be, not 
on the current generation, or the next genera-
tion, but the seventh generation out. 

The Sioux Nation placed a priority on the fu-
ture of the tribe, through its children. I believe 
that it is important that we, as lawmakers, 
keep the importance of our future in mind as 
we make decisions everyday here in Con-
gress. 

In that spirit, I believe this legislation is fit-
ting as it honors the importance of our nation’s 
children and the role that we as adults have 
in the upbringing of a child. Through special 
attention from the adults in a child’s life, that 
child is more likely to experience success 
throughout their life. This resolution urges 
American adults to set aside time throughout 
the day to support a child in their life or com-
munity. 

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion, and spend some time with a child in their 
lives. 

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO RONALD 
PETTIGREW 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to pay tribute to Ronald 
Pettigrew and thank him for the remarkable 
civic contributions he has made to his Du-
rango community and the State of Colorado. 
Ron is an active and well respected leader in 
his community, and I believe it appropriate to 
acknowledge his many accomplishments to 
the Durango community before this body of 
congress and nation. 

A second generation native to Southwest 
Colorado, Ron graduated from Fort Lewis Col-
lege in western Colorado, and has been a 
business owner in Durango ever since. Due to 
his many civic and business contributions, he 
was recognized by the Durango Area Cham-
ber Resort Association as their Citizen of the 
Year in 1992. 
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Throughout the years, Ron has given his 

time to numerous state and local organizations 
and his community is indebted to him for his 
exemplary service. He served on the Colorado 
Highway Legislative Review Committee, the 
local school board, the Board of Directors for 
both Mercy Medical Center, and the Animas 
La Plata water Conservation District. Ron’s di-
verse interests are reflected in additional serv-
ice with the Colorado Association of Com-
merce and Industry, the Southern Ute Indian 
Tribe Enterprises organization, Excel Charter 
School, and the Foundation for Education Ex-
cellence. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that Ron Pettigrew is 
a man of great commitment to his community 
and the State of Colorado. Ron’s willingness 
to provide his time and excellence to his fellow 
citizens serves as an example to us all of the 
civic mindedness that brings together our 
towns and communities. Thanks for all your 
hard work Ron, and I wish you all the best in 
your future endeavors. 

f 

MAKING THE CASE FOR THE EX-
ONERATION OF MARCUS GARVEY 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
ask again for the exoneration of one of our 
greatest civil rights leaders, Marcus Garvey. I 
have felt inspired by Marcus Garvey since I 
was a young boy. I grew up and still live in 
Harlem where Garvey founded the first 
branches of his Universal Negro Improvement 
Association. When I was born in 1930, the 
traces Garvey left in Harlem were still very 
fresh. I remember meeting Garveyists, ardent 
supporters of Marcus Garvey’s ideas, in Har-
lem as a young man. They encouraged me to 
do my own reading and research on this great 
Jamaican hero and the more I read and 
heard, the more I became convinced of Gar-
vey’s innocence and the need to restore his 
reputation. The injustice done to him reminded 
me every day of the injustice done to all Black 
people, including myself, during that time. 

In the 1970s, I met Jamaica’s energetic 
Prime Minister Michael Manley and became 
very close to him, professionally but also per-
sonally. He taught me more about Marcus 
Garvey and about his status as a hero in Ja-
maica. In 1987, the centenary of Marcus Gar-
vey’s birth, I introduced legislation asking for 
the exoneration of Marcus Garvey for the first 
time and have reintroduced the same bill into 
every following Congress since. 

The passage of this bill is long overdue. It 
is well-proven today that Marcus Garvey was 
innocent of all the charges brought forward 
against him. J. Edgar Hoover, who is today 
notoriously famous for his racism, his corrup-
tion and his misuse of powers, perceived Gar-
vey as a threat to white supremacy. After 
years of harassing the black leader, he infil-
trated the Garvey organization and had an 
agent fabricate evidence of mail fraud with 
which he charged Garvey in 1922. Garvey’s 
trial was a mockery and he was imprisoned 
and deported back to Jamaica in 1927. 

But with Garvey’s deportation, Hoover could 
only delay but not stop the civil rights move-
ment. Garvey’s teachings about the equality of 

all men and women remained firm and lively 
in the heads of the following generations. Gar-
vey stood as a shining example on the horizon 
of those people who were longing for a better 
future. He inspired many of the leaders that 
were to come. Our American hero, Martin Lu-
ther King, called Garvey ‘‘the first man, on a 
mass scale to give millions of Negroes a 
sense of dignity and destiny’’ and Malcom X 
wrote that ‘‘each time you see another inde-
pendent nation on the African continent you 
know Marcus Garvey is alive.’’ Garvey taught 
Black men and women to take pride in their 
race and to rely on themselves—economically, 
politically and religiously. 

But he did not only speak out for the rights 
of Black men and women all around the world, 
but for all those who were poor and disadvan-
taged. He is not only the hero of Black people, 
but of everybody who believes in equality and 
social justice. 

I commend the members of The Inter-
national Foundation for the Exoneration of 
Marcus Garvey on their tireless efforts to 
achieve that the injustice done to Marcus Gar-
vey is redeemed. I also congratulate the city 
councils of Hartford in Connecticut and 
Lauderhill in Florida on the recent passage of 
their resolutions supporting the exoneration of 
our great Jamaican hero. 

I will continue to work hard to ensure that 
my resolution, reaffirming Marcus Garvey’s in-
nocence and asking the President of the 
United States to exonerate him, will pass the 
United States Congress. It is high time that 
our country joins the many other nations that 
have already recognized Marcus Garvey as an 
extraordinary leader and thinker in the global 
struggle for human rights and as a person 
who gave hope and inspiration to millions of 
oppressed men and women all around the 
world. 

But it is in the hands of the President of the 
United States to finally clear Marcus Garvey’s 
name. I hope that President Bush will consider 
taking this step. The Justice Department in the 
past advised Presidents not to exonerate post-
humously. But President Clinton, in 1999, 
granted the first posthumous Presidential par-
don in our nation’s history to Lt. Henry Ossian 
Flipper, the first Black graduate of West Point. 
He had been dismissed from service in 1882 
for racial and unjust reasons. President Clin-
ton set a strong and positive precedent and I 
hope that President Bush will perceive the 
Garvey conviction as an equally compelling 
case for justice to be done at this time. 

The exoneration would be another step to-
wards healing the race divisions that are still 
existent in our country. It is high time that our 
country recognizes Marcus Garvey for his 
great leadership and bravery. 

f 

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE TURK-
ISH INVASION OF CYPRUS—THE 
ANNAN PLAN: THE TRUE CAUSE 
OF THE ECONOMIC ISOLATION OF 
TURKISH CYPRIOTS 

HON. BRAD SHERMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight 
in memory of a sad event. July 20, 2004 
marks the 30-year anniversary of Turkey’s in-

vasion and occupation of Cyprus. I would like 
to join my colleagues in observing this terrible 
anniversary, and offer some observations on 
recent events on Cyprus. 

On May 1, 2004, Cyprus became a member 
of the European Union as a divided and occu-
pied nation, its northern part being under ille-
gal Turkish military occupation. The potential 
reunification of Cyprus is at a critical juncture. 
Accordingly, the United States and the U.N. 
must re-examine the key provisions of the 
Annan Plan in an effort to remedy the defi-
ciencies that now plague the plan and obstruct 
the potential reunification of Cyprus. 

The economic isolation of the Turkish Cyp-
riots is not the fault of Greek Cypriots, as the 
Annan Plan wrongly assumes. Indeed, one of 
the most egregious aspects of the Annan Plan 
Report is the inclusion of terms such as ‘‘pres-
sure’’ and ‘‘isolation’’ in reference to the Turk-
ish Cypriots as if this were the fault of the 
Greek Cypriots. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

The Report fails to state the truth: The isola-
tion of the Turkish Cypriots is caused by the 
presence of 35,000–40,000 Turkish troops and 
the establishment of the Green Line barbed 
wire fence across the face of Cyprus. Remove 
the Turkish troops now and the Green Line 
will disappear, and economic conditions in the 
north will improve dramatically. 

There is no embargo. There is the rule of 
law. The European Court held that trade 
goods from the occupied area could not be 
exported directly but had to go through the le-
gitimate government of Cyprus and its Cus-
toms Service. Also, the relatively poor eco-
nomic conditions in the occupied area have 
been caused in substantial part by the Turkish 
bureaucrats who were sent to the occupied 
area to run the economy. 

There is no justification for maintaining the 
Green Line’s barbed wire fence and the artifi-
cial division of the island of Cyprus. When au-
thorities opened parts of the Green Line in 
Nicosia, more than one million people crossed 
to visit the their former neighbors and country-
men. They have demonstrated beyond a 
doubt that the Greek and Turkish Cypriots can 
live and work together and that there is no se-
curity problem for Turkish Cypriots. There is a 
security problem for the Greek Cypriots: the 
35,000–40,000 Turkish occupation troops. 
Those same troops, of course, are responsible 
for the economic isolation of the Turkish Cyp-
riots, and thus all of these troops should be 
removed from the island. 

I hope that next year, when July 20 is upon 
us, there will be no reason to rise and decry 
a divided Cyprus. All parties should go back 
and rework the Annan Plan. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE LEGACY OF REV. 
DR. THEODORE R. GOYINS 

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the memory and legacy of the Reverend 
Dr. Theodore R. Goyins, Pastor Emeritus of 
Heard A.M.E. Church, Roselle, New Jersey. 

When Dr. Goyins passed away on June 24, 
2004, he left behind a lifetime of achievements 
to church, family and community. During his 
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pastorate, Dr. Goyins demonstrated a vision 
that will have a lasting impact on all those who 
knew him. As a result of his caring and dedi-
cation to serving the will of God, Dr. Goyins 
was the recipient of many awards, hono-
rariums, and resolutions. 

As Dr. Goyins is remembered during a Me-
morial Service on July 21, 2004, many will re-
call his sense of humor and his desire to cre-
ate a synergy between the church and the 
community. His efforts to assist in creating af-
fordable housing in Roselle stand out as one 
of his many accomplishments. Dr. Goyins was 
also a strong advocate of education, having 
organized HOPE, Help Our Public Education. 
He established the Heard A.M.E. Federal 
Credit Union which was chartered in 1980. 

Dr. Goyins also organized the Heard Food 
Store and started the Heard HIV/AIDS Com-
mission, which was the recipient of a federal 
grant. Dr. Goyins served as the impetus be-
hind many other projects and initiatives, and 
countless people will be forever grateful to him 
for all of his good deeds. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me 
in assuring Dr. Goyins’ family, friends and 
congregation that his memory will always be 
honored and cherished. 

f 

MIKE ANSELMO 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure 
to rise today to honor the accomplishments of 
Mike Anselmo of Pueblo, Colorado who re-
cently celebrated fifty years of dedicated serv-
ice to the United States Postal Service. 
Throughout his years of service, Mike has be-
come a friendly and familiar face in many of 
Pueblo’s neighborhoods, and I would like to 
join my colleagues in recognizing Mike’s years 
of service before this body of Congress and 
this nation. 

Fifty years ago, Mike began carrying first 
class mail stamped with three cents of post-
age. Faithfully throughout his career, he has 
battled the natural elements of weather and 
the physical elements of prostate cancer and 
knee problems, but neither prevented him 
from delivering over ten million pieces of mail. 

During his career, he has driven over a mil-
lion miles on the job, putting him among the 
rare company at the postal service called the 
‘‘Million-Mile Club.’’ In addition to his commit-
ment to the United States Postal Service, he 
is a family man who enjoys spending time in 
the outdoors doing yard work and riding his 
bike. 

Mr. Speaker, Mike Anselmo has shown tre-
mendous loyalty to his Pueblo, Colorado com-
munity. His fellow citizens have come to rely 
on him to deliver their mail and to provide a 
familiar face. I thank Mike for his hard work 
and wish him all the best in his future endeav-
ors. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ARTHUR 
NAPARSTEK 

HON. MARCY KAPTUR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight in 
special tribute to a beloved citizen of Ohio, Dr. 
Arthur Naparstek, a brilliant scholar, humani-
tarian, and community-builder. Dr. Naparstek 
dedicated his life to raising a beautiful family, 
teaching the leaders of this new generation, 
strengthening the communities in which he 
lived along with communities across our coun-
try and world, and giving voice to the most 
needy people in neighborhoods across our na-
tion. To his beloved wife Belleruth, an amaz-
ing woman, to his precious children—Keila, 
Aaron, and Abe—our state and people ex-
press very deepest sympathy. We owe Art a 
lasting debt of gratitude for the exceptional 
manner in which he lived his life. 

I first met Art and Belleruth during the 
1970’s when Dr. Naparstek worked with Msgr. 
Geno Baroni as the top policy analyst for the 
National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs in 
Washington, D.C. This organization provided 
hope as well as technical assistance and anal-
ysis across urban America in some of the 
most forgotten, ethnically and racially diverse 
places in our nation. Through the Center, Dr. 
Naparstek embraced the nation during the tu-
multuous modern Civil Rights era and helped 
move her forward. Dr. Naparstek began his 
professional career in Gary, Indiana working 
as an advisor to Mayor Richard Hatcher, the 
first African American mayor of that city. Art 
was always looking for ways to understand the 
dynamic of urban America, and to build 
bridges between people of varying heritage. 
During the Civil Rights era, I think it is fair to 
say, Dr. Naparstek became one of the leading 
intellects that probed the nature of urban un-
rest, what to do about it, and how to rebuild 
America’s cities, neighborhood by neighbor-
hood. During the Administration of President 
Jimmy Carter, it was Dr. Naparstek who wrote 
the authorizing legislation for the National 
Commission on Neighborhoods, creating a na-
tional effort to document, understand, and 
share what was being accomplished across 
our nation to build interracial and interethnic 
understanding and to revitalize the back 
streets of our nation. Dr. Naparstek looked at 
poverty head on. He never flinched. His prob-
ing mind and gregarious nature lent an opti-
mistic tone to every encounter. His path-
breaking work helped spearhead national leg-
islation that followed in so many critical areas 
of American life—addressing the redlining of 
poor communities through passage of the 
Community Reinvestment Act, the Home Mort-
gage Disclosure Act, the National Commission 
on Neighborhoods, and even welfare reform 
and culturally sensitive treatment for the men-
tally ill and the forgotten. His scope was 
amazing. 

As professor and later Dean of the Case 
Western Reserve University School of Applied 
Social Sciences, he took his national legacy 
from works such as People, Building Neigh-
borhoods and put it to work teaching a diverse 
student body. During the last quarter of his 
life, his efforts were applied to the improve-

ment of Cleveland’s needy communities, as he 
had done in so many other locations. During 
the 1990’s, he served as director for the 
Cleveland Foundation’s Commission on Pov-
erty. He always applied knowledge to better 
the human condition. His rare dedication to 
the underprivileged became a lifelong mission. 
Born in New York City, the son of Polish immi-
grants, his career spanned the nation. He 
graduated with a master’s degree in social 
work from New York University and a doc-
torate from Brandeis University Florence Hell-
er School of Advanced Studies in social Wel-
fare Administration. 

One of the recent conversations I held with 
Art involved how to begin to build toward 
peace in the war ravaged Israeli-Palestinian 
situation. He was already deeply engaged in 
community development planning in that part 
of the world. I truly regret that we will not have 
his firm hand guiding us as we carry on his 
great vision for a better life for all people. He 
truly appreciated the valued variants of a com-
mon humanity. May his family find peace in 
the knowledge we are all better for his gen-
erous life, for his probing mind, and for his 
good heart. May he rest in peace. I might add, 
though, he would not expect us to rest at all. 
So, let us carry his good works forward. Sha-
lom. 

f 

H.R. 4864—SURFACE 
TRANSPORTATION EXTENSION ACT 

HON. THOMAS E. PETRI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, we are here once 
again to extend funding for our nation’s high-
way, transit and safety programs. This bill will 
complete funding for the fiscal year and en-
sure that state transportation programs con-
tinue to receive the necessary federal funds to 
maintain and build our nation’s critical infra-
structure. 

We are here today because we still are un-
able to reach an agreement on a level of 
spending that will meet the various demands 
that have been placed on us: provide growth 
in funding for all states; improve the rate of re-
turn for donor states; ensure that donee states 
do not take too much of a hit; provide signifi-
cant funding to build new corridors to meet 
emerging trade traffic; provide help to states 
that are overwhelmed by massive but critical 
projects that each can reach up to $1 billion 
in costs; and produce a conference report that 
will be signed by the President who publicly 
supports a bill that is $20 billion below the 
lowest of the two bills passed by this House 
and the Senate. 

This seems to be an impossible situation, 
but I believe House and Senate conferees 
have been making a good faith effort to re-
solve this impasse—but we are not there yet. 

I know that there is strong support in the 
Congress for a good, robust transportation 
program. 
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We know that transportation spending from 

the Highway Trust Fund is a good investment 
that is necessary in order to maintain and 
build a first-class transportation network. This 
is investment that leads to economic growth 

and prosperity, that provides needed jobs, that 
assists in the development of transit projects 
that moves millions of people each day, and 
that improves unsafe conditions on our high-
ways—thereby saving thousands of lives. 

So I urge passage of this bill so that States 
will continue to receive funds as we here in 
Washington press on in our efforts to ensure 
that we have a long-term program that meets 
our nation’s transportation needs. 

VerDate May 21 2004 05:16 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A21JY8.057 E21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1459 July 21, 2004 
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 

any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
July 22, 2004 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

SEPTEMBER 21 

10 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to ex-
amine the legislative presentation of 
the American Legion. 

345 CHOB 
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Daily Digest 

HIGHLIGHTS 
Senate passed S. 2677, U.S.-Morocco Free Trade Agreement Implementa-

tion Act. 
House Committees ordered reported 27 sundry measures. 

Senate 
Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S8495–S8575 
Measures Introduced: Fifteen bills and four resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 2701–2715, S. 
Res. 413–414, and S. Con. Res. 129–130. 
                                                                                    Pages S8548–49 

Measures Passed: 
U.S.-Morocco Free Trade Agreement Implemen-

tation Act: By 85 yeas to 13 nays (Vote No. 159), 
Senate passed S. 2677, a bill to implement the 
United States-Morocco Free Trade Agreement. 
                                                                                    Pages S8506–16 

Cape Town Treaty Implementation Act: Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
was discharged from further consideration of H.R. 
4226, to amend title 49, United States Code, to 
make certain conforming changes to provisions gov-
erning the registration of aircraft and the recordation 
of instruments in order to implement the Conven-
tion on International Interests in Mobile Equipment 
and the Protocol to the Convention on International 
Interests in Mobile Equipment on Matters Specific 
to Aircraft Equipment, known as the ‘‘Cape Town 
Treaty’’, and the bill was then passed, clearing the 
measure for the President.                                     Page S8569 

Emergency Food and Shelter Act: Senate passed 
S. 2249, to amend the Stewart B. McKinney Home-
less Assistance Act to provide for emergency food 
and shelter.                                                                    Page S8569 

Recognizing Warsaw Uprising: Committee on 
the Judiciary was discharged from further consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 125, recognizing the 60th an-
niversary of the Warsaw Uprising during World 
War II, and the resolution was then agreed to. 
                                                                                            Page S8569 

Human Trafficking and Slavery: Senate agreed 
to S. Res. 414, encouraging States to consider adopt-
ing comprehensive legislation to combat human traf-
ficking and slavery and recognizing the many efforts 
made to combat human trafficking and slavery. 
                                                                                    Pages S8569–72 

Blakely v. Washington Decision: Senate agreed to 
S. Con. Res. 130, expressing the sense of Congress 
that the Supreme Court of the United States should 
act expeditiously to resolve the confusion and incon-
sistency in the Federal criminal justice system caused 
by its decision in Blakely v. Washington. 
                                                                                    Pages S8572–74 

Nomination: Senate continued consideration of the 
nomination of Henry W. Saad, of Michigan, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit. 
                                                                                    Pages S8516–35 

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the nomination at 
approximately 10:30 a.m., on Thursday, July 22, 
2004, with the time until 11 a.m., equally divided 
by the Chairman and Ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; following which, Senate will 
vote on the motion to invoke cloture on the nomina-
tion.                                                                                   Page S8574 

Nomination: Senate began consideration of the 
nomination of Richard A. Griffin, of Michigan, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit. 
                                                                                    Pages S8535–36 

A motion was entered to close further debate on 
the nomination and, in accordance with the provi-
sions of rule XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, and pursuant to the unanimous-consent agree-
ment of July 21, 2004, a vote on cloture will occur 
on Thursday, July 22, 2004.                                Page S8536 

VerDate May 21 2004 05:19 Jul 22, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 0627 Sfmt 0627 E:\CR\FM\D21JY4.REC D21JY4



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGESTD812 July 21, 2004 

Nomination: Senate began consideration of the 
nomination of David W. McKeague, of Michigan, to 
be United States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit. 
                                                                                    Pages S8535–36 

A motion was entered to close further debate on 
the nomination and, in accordance with the provi-
sions of rule XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, and pursuant to the unanimous-consent agree-
ment of July 21, 2004, a vote on cloture will occur 
on Thursday, July 22, 2004.                                Page S8536 

Treaty Approved: The following treaty having 
passed through its various parliamentary stages, up 
to and including the presentation of the resolution 
of ratification, upon division, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present and having voted in the affirmative, the 
resolution of ratification was agreed to: 

Convention on International Interests in Mobile 
Equipment and Protocol to Convention on Inter-
national Interests in Mobile Equipment with declara-
tions (Treaty Doc. 108–10).                                 Page S8568 

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations: 

Juan Carlos Zarate, of California, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of the Treasury. 

Stuart Levey, of Maryland, to be Under Secretary 
of the Treasury for Enforcement. 

Thomas Fingar, of Virginia, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of State (Intelligence and Research). 

Robert Clark Corrente, of Rhode Island, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of Rhode Is-
land for the term of four years.                           Page S8575 

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations: 

Lloyd O. Pierson, of Virginia, to be an Assistant 
Administrator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development. 

Lloyd O. Pierson, an Assistant Administrator of 
the United States Agency for International Develop-
ment, to be a Member of the Board of Directors of 
the African Development Foundation for a term ex-
piring September 22, 2009. 

1 Air Force nomination in the rank of general. 
4 Army nominations in the rank of general. 
1 Navy nomination in the rank of admiral. 

                                                                                    Pages S8574–75 

Messages From the House:                               Page S8541 

Measures Placed on Calendar:                        Page S8541 

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S8542 

Executive Communications:                     Pages S8542–44 

Petitions and Memorials:                           Pages S8544–48 

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S8548 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S8549–50 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S8550–66 

Additional Statements:                                Pages S8539–41 

Authority for Committees to Meet:     Pages S8566–68 

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today. 
(Total—159)                                                                 Page S8510 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and 
adjourned at 6:16 p.m., until 9:30 a.m., on Thurs-
day, July 22, 2004. (For Senate’s program, see the 
remarks of the Majority Leader in today’s Record on 
page S8574.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

NOMINATIONS: 
Committee on Armed Services: Committee concluded a 
hearing to examine the nominations of Vice Admiral 
Timothy J. Keating, USN, for appointment to the 
grade of admiral and to be Commander, United 
States Northern Command/Commander, North 
American Aerospace Defense Command; Lieutenant 
General Bantz J. Craddock, USA, for appointment to 
the grade of general and to be Commander, United 
States Southern Command; Peter Cyril Wyche Flory, 
of Virginia, to be an Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for International Security Policy, and Valerie Lynn 
Baldwin, of Kansas, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
the Army for Financial Management and Comp-
troller, who was introduced by Senator Roberts, and 
Representatives Hobson, and Jerry Lewis, after the 
nominees testified and answered questions in their 
own behalf. 

NMS AND MARKET STRUCTURE 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 
Committee concluded a hearing to examine regula-
tion of the national market system and developments 
in market structure, focusing on proposals to mod-
ernize the national market system to improve the 
regulatory structure of U.S. equity markets, after re-
ceiving testimony from William H. Donaldson, 
Chairman, U.S. Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion; Robert Greifeld, NASDAQ Stock Market, Inc., 
David F. Harris, American Stock Exchange, LLC, 
Edward J. Nicoll, Instinet Group, Inc., and John 
Thain, New York Stock Exchange, Inc., all of New 
York, New York; and Gerald D. Putnam, Archi-
pelago Holdings, LLC, Chicago, Illinois. 

PUBLIC LANDS/NATIONAL FORESTS 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on Public Lands and Forests concluded a 
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hearing to examine S. 738, to designate certain pub-
lic lands in Humboldt, Del Norte, Mendocino, Lake, 
Napa, and Yolo Counties in the State of California 
as wilderness, to designate certain segments of the 
Black Butte River in Mendocino County, California 
as a wild or scenic river, S. 1614, to designate a por-
tion of White Salmon River as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, S. 2221, 
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to sell or 
exchange certain National Forest System land in the 
State of Oregon, S. 2253, to permit young adults to 
perform projects to prevent fire and suppress fires, 
and provide disaster relief, on public land through a 
Healthy Forest Youth Conservation Corps, S. 2334, 
to designate certain National Forest System land in 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as components of 
the National Wilderness Preservation System, S. 
2408, to adjust the boundaries of the Helena, Lolo, 
and Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forests in the 
State of Montana, and S. 2622, to provide for the ex-
change of certain Federal land in the Santa Fe Na-
tional Forest and certain non-Federal land in the 
Pecos National Historical Park in the State of New 
Mexico, after receiving testimony from Senator 
Boxer; Representative Thomas; Mark Rey, Under 
Secretary of Agriculture for Natural Resources and 
Environment Minerals; Chad Calvert, Assistant Sec-
retary of the Interior for Lands and Minerals Man-
agement; Art Pope, Northwest Youth Corps, Eu-
gene, Oregon; John Woolley, Humboldt County Su-
pervisor, Eureka, California; and Don Amador, 
BlueRibbon Coalition, Inc., Oakley, California. 

TAX GAP 
Committee on Finance: Committee held a hearing to 
examine bridging the difference between what tax-
payers pay voluntarily and what they are supposed to 
pay, focusing on increasing the effectiveness of the 
Internal Revenue Service, simplifying the tax admin-
istration system, the ‘‘underground economy’’, tax 
shelters, and ways that data sharing and analysis may 
enhance tax compliance and improve immigration 
eligibility decisions, receiving testimony from Ray-
mond T. Wagner Jr., Member, Internal Revenue 
Service Oversight Board, Pamela J. Gardiner, Acting 
Inspector General for Tax Administration, Mark W. 
Everson, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Nina E. 
Olson, National Taxpayer Advocate, Taxpayer Advo-
cate Service, Internal Revenue Service, all of the De-
partment of the Treasury; Michael Brostek, Director, 
Strategic Issues, Government Accountability Office; 
Nicholas P. Godici, Commissioner for Patents, U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office, Department of Com-
merce; Robert M. Morgenthau, District Attorney of 
New York County, New York, New York; Debbie 
Langsea, California Franchise Tax Board, Sacramento; 

Joseph Bankman, Stanford Law School, Stanford, 
California; Dale Brown, Incline Village, Nevada; and 
an anonymous witness. 

Hearings recessed subject to the call. 

MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANK 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded 
a hearing to examine United States efforts to pre-
vent, detect, and punish corruption associated with 
development assistance provided by the Multilateral 
Development Banks, focusing on the United States 
Department of Treasury’s role and internal efforts, 
after receiving testimony from John B. Taylor, 
Under Secretary of the Treasury for International Af-
fairs; Richard Thornburgh, Kirkpatrick and 
Lockhart, former United States Attorney General, 
and Kimberly Ann Elliott, Institute for International 
Economics, all of Washington, DC; and Guido 
Penzhorn; Durban Bar, Durban, South Africa. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee ordered 
favorably reported the following business items: 

S. 1230, to provide for additional responsibilities 
for the Chief Information Officer of the Department 
of Homeland Security relating to geospatial informa-
tion, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute; 

S. 2347, to amend the District of Columbia Col-
lege Access Act of 1999 to permanently authorize 
the public school and private school tuition assist-
ance programs established under the Act, with an 
amendment; 

H.R. 4012, to amend the District of Columbia 
College Access Act of 1999 to reauthorize for five 
additional years the public school and private school 
tuition assistance programs established under the 
Act; 

S. 2409, to provide for continued health benefits 
coverage for certain Federal employees, with an 
amendment; 

S. 2628, to amend chapter 23 of title 5, United 
States Code, to clarify the disclosures of information 
protected from prohibited personnel practices, re-
quire a statement in nondisclosure policies, forms, 
and agreements that such policies, forms, and agree-
ments conform with certain disclosure protections, 
provide certain authority for the Special Counsel; 

S. 2536, to enumerate the responsibilities of the 
Officer for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties of the 
Department of Homeland Security, to require the In-
spector General of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity to designate a senior official to investigate 
civil rights complaints, with an amendment; 

S. 2635, to establish an intergovernmental grant 
program to identify and develop homeland security 
information, equipment, capabilities, technologies, 
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and services to further the homeland security of the 
United States and to address the homeland security 
needs of Federal, State, and local governments, with 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute; 

S. 2657, to amend part III of title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the establishment of pro-
grams under which supplemental dental and vision 
benefits are made available to Federal employees, re-
tirees, and their dependents, to expand the con-
tracting authority of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment; 

S. 2639, to reauthorize the Congressional Award 
Act; 

S. 2275, to amend the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) to provide for homeland 
security assistance for high-risk nonprofit organiza-
tions, with amendments; 

S. 593, to ensure that a Federal employee who 
takes leave without pay in order to perform service 
as a member of the uniformed services or member 
of the National Guard shall continue to receive pay 
in an amount which, when taken together with the 
pay and allowances such individual is receiving for 
such service, will be no less than the basic pay such 
individual would then be receiving if no interruption 
in employment had occurred, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute; 

H.R. 3797, to authorize improvements in the op-
erations of the government of the District of Colum-
bia; 

S. 2688, to provide for a report of Federal entities 
without annually audited financial statements; 

S. 2501, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 73 South Euclid Ave-
nue in Montauk, New York, as the ‘‘Perry B. 
Duryea, Jr. Post Office’’; 

H.R. 4427, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 73 South Euclid Ave-
nue in Montauk, New York, as the ‘‘Perry B. 
Duryea, Jr. Post Office’’; 

S. 2640, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 1050 North Hills 
Boulevard in Reno, Nevada, as the ‘‘Guardians of 
Freedom Memorial Post Office Building’’ and to au-
thorize the installation of a plaque at such site; 

S. 2673, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 1001 Williams 
Street, Ignacio, Colorado, as the ‘‘Leonard C. Burch 
Post Office Building’’; 

S. 2682, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 222 West 8th Street, 
Durango, Colorado, as the ‘‘Ben Nighthorse Camp-
bell Post Office Building’’; 

H.R. 3340, to redesignate the facilities of the 
United States Postal Service located at 7715 and 
7748 S. Cottage Grove Avenue in Chicago, Illinois, 

as the ‘‘James E. Worsham Post Office’’ and the 
‘‘James E. Worsham Carrier Annex Building’’, re-
spectively; 

H.R. 4222, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 550 Nebraska Avenue 
in Kansas City, Kansas, as the ‘‘Newell George Post 
Office Building’’; 

H.R. 4327, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 7450 Natural Bridge 
Road in St. Louis, Missouri, as the ‘‘Vitilas ‘Veto’ 
Reid Post Office Building’’; and 

The nominations of Neil McPhie, of Virginia, to 
be Chairman, and Barbara J. Sapin, of Maryland, to 
be a Member, both of the Merit Systems Protection 
Board. 

NATIVE AMERICAN ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded a 
hearing to examine S. 519, to establish a Native 
American-owned financial entity to provide financial 
services to Indian tribes, Native American organiza-
tions, and Native Americans, after receiving testi-
mony from David W. Anderson, Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior for Indian Affairs; Mark F. Brown, 
Mohegan Indian Tribe, Uncasville, Connecticut; 
Julie Kitka, Alaska Federation of Natives, Anchor-
age, Alaska; Chester Carl, National American Indian 
Housing Council, Washington, D.C.; Haunani 
Apoliona, Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Honolulu, Ha-
waii; and Katherine A. Spilde, Harvard University 
Project on American Indian Economic Development, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following bills: 

S. 2301, to improve the management of Indian 
fish and wildlife and gathering resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and 

S. 2382, to establish grant programs for the devel-
opment of telecommunications capacities in Indian 
country, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

Also, committee approved the motion to authorize 
the issuance of subpoenas by the Chairman and grant 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman the authority to 
issue additional subpoenas during the period of July 
23, 2004 through September 7, 2004, pursuant to 
In re Tribal Lobbying Matters, et al. inquiry. 

INDIAN HEALTH CARE IMPROVEMENT 
ACT 
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded an 
oversight hearing to examine the proposed reauthor-
ization of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, 
after receiving testimony from Representative 
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Hayworth; Tommy G. Thompson, Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and Charles Grim, Di-
rector of the Indian Health Service, each of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services. 

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION 
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded an 
oversight hearing to examine the Radiation Exposure 
Compensation Program, focusing on compensation to 
individuals, or their surviving beneficiaries, who con-

tracted certain specified cancers or other specified se-
rious diseases as a possible result of their exposure 
to radiation, after receiving testimony from Jeffrey S. 
Bucholtz, Deputy Assistant Attorney General for the 
Civil Division, and Dianne Spellberg, Acting Direc-
tor, Radiation Exposure Compensation Act Program, 
both of the Department of Justice; Rita Torres, Sur-
prise, Arizona; Jeffrey Thompson, Jacksonville, Ar-
kansas; and Helen Bandley Houghton, San Antonio, 
Texas. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Measures Introduced: Measures introduced today 
will appear in the next issue of the Record. 
Additional Cosponsors:                            (See next issue.) 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows: 
H. Res. 734, providing for consideration of H.R. 

3313, to amend title 28, United States Code, to 
limit Federal court jurisdiction over questions under 
the Defense of Marriage Act (H. Rept. 108–623); 

H. Res. 735, waiving points of order against the 
conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 4613) 
making appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2005 
(H. Rept. 108–624); 

H.R. 112, to amend title 28, United States Code, 
to provide for an additional place of holding court 
in the District of Colorado (H. Rept. 108–625); 

H.R. 4646, to amend title 28, United States 
Code, to provide for the holding of Federal district 
court in Plattsburgh, New York, amended (H. Rept. 
108–626); and 

H.R. 4842, to implement the United States-Mo-
rocco Free Trade Agreement (H. Rept. 108–627). 
                                                                                (See next issue.) 

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the 
Speaker wherein he appointed Representative Kirk to 
act as Speaker pro tempore for today.             Page H6445 

Chaplain: The prayer was offered today by Rev. 
James Patterson, Pastor Emeritus, Lakewood United 
Methodist Church in Erie, Pennsylvania.      Page H6445 

Military Construction Appropriations Act for 
FY05: The House began consideration of H.R. 
4837, making appropriations for military construc-
tion, family housing, and base realignment and clo-
sure for the Department of Defense for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2005. Further consideration 
will resume at a later date.                           Pages H6460–69 

Agreed to H. Res. 732, the rule providing for 
consideration of the bill by a recorded vote of 212 
ayes to 211 noes, Roll No. 401, after agreeing to 
order the previous question by a yea-and-nay vote of 
217 yeas to 197 nays, Roll No. 400. 
                                                                Pages H6449–57, H6458–59 

Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act of 
2004—Conference Report: The House agreed to 
the conference report on H.R. 2443, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal years 2004 and 2005 for the 
United States Coast Guard, by a yea-and-nay vote of 
425 yeas to 1 nay, Roll No. 404. 
                                                                Pages H6469–75, H6495–96 

H. Res. 730, the rule providing for consideration 
of the conference report was agreed to by a voice 
vote.                                                                          Pages H6457–58 

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules 
and pass the following measures: 

Recognizing the 35th anniversary of the Apollo 
11 lunar landing: Debated on Tuesday, July 20: H. 
Res. 723, recognizing the 35th anniversary of the 
Apollo 11 lunar landing, by a 2⁄3 yea-and-nay vote 
of 416 yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 402; 
                                                                                    Pages H6459–60 

Bob Michel Department of Veterans Affairs 
Outpatient Clinic Designation Act: Debated on 
Tuesday, July 20: H.R. 4608, to name the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs outpatient clinic located in 
Peoria, Illinois, as the ‘‘Bob Michel Department of 
Veterans Affairs Outpatient Clinic’’, by a 2⁄3 yea- 
and-nay vote of 407 yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, 
Roll No. 403;                                                              Page H6460 

Amending the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
simplify the taxation of businesses: H.R. 4840, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to sim-
plify the taxation of businesses, by a 2⁄3 yea-and-nay 
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vote of 424 ayes with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 
405;                                                             Pages H6475–83, H6497 

Amending the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
simplify certain tax rules for individuals: H.R. 
4841, amended, to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to simplify certain tax rules for indi-
viduals;                                                                    Pages H6483–89 

Military Housing Improvement Act of 2004: 
H.R. 4879, to increase the military housing private 
investment cap, by a 2⁄3 yea-and-nay vote of 423 
yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 406; 
                                                                      Pages H6489–95, H6498 

Supporting the goals of National Marina Day: 
H. Res. 647, supporting the goals of National Ma-
rina Day and urging marinas to continue providing 
environmentally friendly gateways to boating; 
                                                                             Pages H6498–H6500 

Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building and 
United States Courthouse Building Designation 
Act: H.R. 3884, to designate the Federal building 
and United States courthouse located at 615 East 
Houston Street in San Antonio, Texas, as the 
‘‘Hipolito F. Garcia Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse’’;                                           Pages H6500–02 

Judge William B. Bryant Annex to the E. Bar-
rett Prettyman Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse Building Designation Act: H.R. 
4294, amended, to designate the annex to the E. 
Barrett Prettyman Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse located at 333 Constitution Ave. 
Northwest in Washington, District of Columbia, as 
the ‘‘Judge William B. Bryant Annex to the E. Bar-
rett Prettyman Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse’’;                                                         Pages H6502–03 

Agreed to amend the title so as to read: to des-
ignate the annex to the E. Barrett Prettyman Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse located at 
333 Constitution Avenue Northwest in the District 
of Columbia as the ‘‘William B. Bryant Annex’’. 
                                                                                            Page H6503 

North Korean Human Rights Act of 2004: H.R. 
4011, amended, to promote human rights and free-
dom in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea; 
and                                                                             Pages H6508–15 

Amending the Millennium Challenge Act of 
2003: H.R. 4660, amended, to amend the Millen-
nium Challenge Act of 2003 to extend the authority 
to provide assistance to countries seeking to become 
eligible countries for purposes of that Act. 
                                                                                    Pages H6518–19 

Suspensions—Proceedings Postponed: The House 
completed debate on the following measures under 

suspension of the rules. Further debate will continue 
on Thursday, July 22. 

Commercial Aviation MANPADS Defense Act 
of 2004: H.R. 4056, amended, to encourage the es-
tablishment of both long-term and short-term pro-
grams to address the threat of man-portable air de-
fense systems (MANPADS) to commercial aviation; 
                                                                                    Pages H6503–08 

Urging the Government of the Republic of 
Belarus to ensure a democratic election process for 
its elections in the Fall of 2004: H. Res. 652, urg-
ing the Government of the Republic of Belarus to 
ensure a democratic, transparent, and fair election 
process for its parliamentary elections in the fall of 
2004;                                                                        Pages H6515–18 

Celebrating 10 years of majority rule in the Re-
public of South Africa: H. Con. Res. 436, amended, 
celebrating 10 years of majority rule in the Republic 
of South Africa and recognizing the momentous so-
cial and economic achievements of South Africa since 
the institution of democracy in that country; and 
                                                                                    Pages H6519–21 

Recognizing the importance in history of the 
150th anniversary of the establishment of diplo-
matic relations between the U.S. and Japan: H. 
Con. Res. 418, recognizing the importance in history 
of the 150th anniversary of the establishment of dip-
lomatic relations between the United States and 
Japan;                                                                       Pages H6521–23 

Condemning the attack on the AMIA Jewish 
Community Center in Buenos Aires, Argentina in 
July 1994: H. Con. Res. 469, condemning the at-
tack on the AMIA Jewish Community Center in 
Buenos Aires, Argentina, in July 1994; and 
                                                                                    Pages H6523–25 

Declaring genocide in Darfur, Sudan: H. Con. 
Res. 467, amended, declaring genocide in Darfur, 
Sudan.                                                                      Pages H6525–36 

Member Sworn—1st District, North Carolina: 
Representative-elect G.K. Butterfield presented him-
self in the well of the House and was administered 
the Oath of Office by the Speaker. Earlier the Mi-
nority Leader asked unanimous consent that the 
Oath of Office be administered today after the Clerk 
of the House transmitted the unofficial results of the 
Special Election held on July 20, 2004 from Gary O. 
Bartlett, Executive Director, North Carolina State 
Board of Elections, State of North Carolina. 
                                                                                    Pages H6496–97 

Senate Message: Message received from the Senate 
today appears on page H6445. 
Senate Referral: S. 2700 was held at the desk. 
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Quorum Calls—Votes: Six yea-and-nay votes and 
one recorded vote developed during the proceedings 
of today and appear on pages H6458, H6458–59, 
H6459–60, H6460, H6495–96, H6497, and 
H6498. There were no quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and at 
11:38 p.m. stands in recess subject to the call of the 
chair. 

Committee Meetings 
FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE SYSTEM 
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on General 
Farm Commodities and Risk Management held a 
hearing to review the Federal Crop Insurance System. 
Testimony was heard from the following officials of 
the USDA: Keith Collins, Chairman, Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation; and Ross Davidson, Adminis-
trator, Risk Management Agency. 

ARMY TRANSFORMATION 
Committee on Armed Services: Continued hearings on 
Army Transformation: Implications for the Future, 
II. Testimony was heard from GEN Peter J. 
Schoomaker, USA, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army. 

SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Tac-
tical Air and Land Forces held a hearing on Small 
Business Innovation and Technology. Testimony was 
heard from public witnesses. 

VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL 
EDUCATION FOR THE FUTURE ACT 
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Ordered re-
ported, as amended, H.R. 4496, Vocational and 
Technical Education for the Future Act. 

METHYL BROMIDE 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Energy and Air Quality held a hearing entitled 
‘‘Methyl Bromide: Update on Achieving the Re-
quirements of the Clean Air Act and Montreal Pro-
tocol.’’ Testimony was heard from Claudia 
McMurray, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Environ-
ment, Bureau of Oceans and International Environ-
mental and Scientific Affairs, Department of State; 
Jeffrey R. Holmstead, Assistant Administrator, Air 
and Radiation, EPA; the following officials of the 
USDA: Rodney J. Brown, Deputy Under Secretary, 
Research, Education and Economics; and Burleson 
Smith, Director, Pest Management Policy; and pub-
lic witnesses. 

DIGITAL TELEVISION TRANSITION 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Telecommunications and the Internet held a hearing 
entitled ‘‘The Digital Television Transition: What 
We Can Learn from Berlin.’’ Testimony was heard 
from Mark Goldstein, Director, Physical Infrastruc-
ture, GAO; and public witnesses. 

MONETARY POLICY AND THE STATE OF 
THE ECONOMY 
Committee on Financial Services: Held a hearing on 
Monetary Policy and the State of the Economy. Tes-
timony was heard from Alan Greenspan, Chairman, 
Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System. 

‘‘SHELL GAMES: CORPORATE GOVERNANCE 
AND ACCOUNTING FOR OIL AND GAS 
RESERVES’’ 
Committee on Financial Services: Held a hearing enti-
tled ‘‘Shell Games: Corporate Governance and Ac-
counting for Oil and Gas Reserves.’’ Testimony was 
heard from public witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on Government Reform: Ordered reported the 
following measures: H.R. 2449, amended, Civil War 
Sesquicentennial Commission Act; H.R. 2528, 
amended, Hudson-Fulton-Champlain 400th Com-
memoration Commission Act of 2003; H.R. 4324, 
To amend title 5, United States Code, to eliminate 
the provisions limiting certain election opportunities 
available to individuals participating in the Thrift 
Savings Plan; H.R. 4556, To designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located at 1115 
South Clinton Avenue in Dunn, North Carolina, as 
the ‘‘General William Carey Lee Post Office Build-
ing;’’ H.R. 4618, To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 10 West 
Prospect Street in Nanuet, New York, as the ‘‘An-
thony I. Lombardi Memorial Post Office Building;’’ 
H.R. 4632, To designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 19504 Linden Boule-
vard in St. Albans, New York, as the ‘‘Archie 
Spigner Post Office Building;’’ H.R. 4657, District 
of Columbia Retirement Protection Improvement 
Act of 2004; S. 2415, to designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 4141 Post-
mark Drive, Anchorage, Alaska as the Robert J. 
Opinsky Post Office Building;’’ H. Res. 695, Ex-
pressing the condolences of the House of Representa-
tives to the family and friends of Mattie Stepanek on 
his passing, and honoring the life of Mattie Stepanek 
for his braveness, generosity of spirit, and efforts to 
raise awareness of muscular dystrophy; and H. Res. 
717, Honoring former President William Jefferson 
Clinton on the occasion of his 58th birthday. 
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CIO’S ROLE IN IT INVESTMENT OVERSIGHT 
AND INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on 
Technology, Information Policy, Intergovernmental 
Relations and the Census held a hearing entitled 
‘‘Where’s the CIO? The Role, Responsibility and 
Challenge for Federal Chief Information Officers in 
IT Investment Oversight and Information Manage-
ment.’’ Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the OMB: Clay Johnson, III, Deputy Direc-
tor, Management; and Karen Evans, Administrator, 
Office of E-Government and Information Tech-
nology; David Powner, Director, Information Tech-
nology Management Issues; Kimberly Nelson, As-
sistant Administrator, Environmental Information, 
and Chief Information Officer, EPA; Steven Cooper, 
Chief Information Officer, Department of Homeland 
Security; Vance Hitch, Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General, Information Resources Management and 
Chief Information Officer, Department of Justice; Ira 
Hobbs, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Information Sys-
tems and Chief Information Officer, Department of 
the Treasury; and public witnesses. 

HIV/AIDS IN ASIA 
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on 
Asia and the Pacific held a hearing on HIV/AIDS in 
Asia. Testimony was heard from public witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on the Judiciary: Ordered reported the fol-
lowing measures: H. Res. 700, adversely, as amend-
ed, Directing the Attorney General to transmit to 
the House of Representatives documents in the pos-
session of the Attorney General relating to the treat-
ment of prisoners and detainees in Iraq, Afghanistan, 
and Guantanamo Bay; H.R. 4646, amended, To 
amend title 28, United States Code, to provide for 
the holding of Federal district court in Plattsburgh, 
New York; H.R. 112, To amend title 28, United 
States Code, to provide for an additional place of 
holding court in the District of Columbia; and H.R. 
4586, amended, Family Movie Act of 2004. 

OVERSIGHT—ADMINISTRATION OF LARGE 
BUSINESS BANKRUPTCY 
REORGANIZATIONS 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Com-
mercial and Administrative Law held an oversight 
hearing on the Administration of Large Business 
Bankruptcy Reorganizations: Has Competition for 
Big Cases Corrupted the Bankruptcy System? Testi-
mony was heard from Roberta A. DeAngelis, Acting 
United States Trustee—Region 3, Executive Office 
for United States Trustees, U.S. Trustee Program, 
Department of Justice; and public witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES; GUAM WAR 
CLAIMS COMMISSION REPORT 
Committee on Resources: Ordered reported, as amended, 
the following bills: H.R. 1662, Sound Science for 
Endangered Species Act Planning Act of 2003; and 
H.R. 2933, Critical Habitat Reform Act of 2003. 

The Committee also held an oversight hearing on 
the Guam War Claims Commission Report. Testi-
mony was heard from David Cohen, Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary, Insular Affairs, Department of the In-
terior; Mauricio J. Tamargo, Chairman, Guam War 
Claims Review Commission, Foreign Claims Settle-
ment Commission, Department of Justice; Kaleo 
Moylan, Lt. Gov., Guam; and former Delegate Ben 
Garrido Blaz, Guam. 

MARRIAGE PROTECTION ACT 
Committee on Rules: The Committee granted, by a 
vote of 7 to 3, a closed rule providing ninety min-
utes of debate on H.R. 3313, Marriage Protection 
Act of 2004, in the House equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary. The rule pro-
vides that the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary now printed in the bill shall be considered as 
adopted. The rule provides one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions. Testimony was heard 
from Chairman Sensenbrenner and Representatives 
Stearns, Nadler and Jackson-Lee of Texas. 

CONFERENCE REPORT—DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS FISCAL YEAR 
2005 
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule 
waiving all points of order against the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 4613, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2005, and against its 
consideration. The rule provides that the conference 
report shall be considered as read. Testimony was 
heard from Representatives Lewis of California and 
Murtha. 

CYBERSECURITY EDUCATION 
Committee on Science: Held a hearing on Cybersecurity 
Education—Meeting the Needs of Technology 
Workers and Employers. Testimony was heard from 
2LT David Aparicio, USAF, Electrical Engineer, Air 
Force Research Laboratory Information Directorate, 
Department of the Air Force; and public witnesses. 

TAX INCENTIVES FOR HOMELAND 
SECURITY RELATED EXPENSES 
Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Rural 
Enterprises, Agriculture and Technology held a hear-
ing entitled ‘‘Tax Incentives for Homeland Security 
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Related Expenses.’’ Testimony was heard from public 
witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Ordered 
reported the following bills: H.R. 784, amended, 
Water Quality Investment Act of 2003; H.R. 4470, 
to amend the Federal Water Pollution Act to extend 
the authorization of appropriations for the Lake 
Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Program; H.R. 
4688, To amend the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act to reauthorize the Chesapeake Bay Program; 
H.R. 4731, To amend the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act to reauthorize the National Estuary Pro-
gram; and H.R. 4794, To amend the Tijuana River 
Valley Estuary and Beach Sewage Cleanup Act to ex-
tend the authorization of appropriations. 

The Committee also approved the following: GSA 
Investment and Leasing Program resolutions; and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Survey resolutions. 

VETERANS’ LEGISLATION 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Ordered reported the 
following bills: H.R. 4768, amended, Veterans Med-
ical Facilities Management Act of 2004; H.R. 4658, 
amended, Servicemembers Legal Protection Act of 
2004; H.R. 1318, To name the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs outpatient clinic in Sunnyside, Queens, 
New York, as the ‘‘Thomas P. Noonan, Jr., Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Outpatient Clinic;’’ and 
H.R. 4836, to name the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs medical center in Amarillo, Texas, as the 
‘‘Thomas E. Creek Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center.’’ 

THIRD PARTY COLLECTIONS PROGRAMS— 
PATIENT FINANCIAL SERVICES SYSTEM 
IMPLEMENTATION 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations held a hearing on the VA’s 
progress in its third party collections program and 
implementation of the Patient Financial Services Sys-
tem. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of Veterans Affairs: Michael 
L. Staley, Assistant Inspector General, Auditing; 
Robert N. McFarland, Assistant Secretary, Office of 
Information and Technology; Kenneth Ruyle, Chief 
Business Officer, Veterans Health Administration; 
and Ken Ray, VISN 8 Chief Financial Officer; the 
following officials of the GAO: Cynthia A. Bascetta, 
Director, Health Care—Veterans’ Health and Bene-
fits Issues; and McCoy Williams, Director, Financial 
Management and Assurance Team; and public wit-
nesses. 

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER PRIVACY AND 
IDENTITY THEFT PREVENTION ACT 
Committee on Ways and Means: Ordered reported, as 
amended, H.R. 2971, Social Security Number Pri-
vacy and Identity Theft Prevention Act of 2004. 

BRIEFING—COUNTERNARCOTICS: LATIN 
AMERICA AND SOUTHEAST ASIA 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Sub-
committee on Human Intelligence, Analysis and 
Counterintelligence met in executive session to re-
ceive a Briefing: Counternarcotics: Latin America 
and Southeast Asia. The Subcommittee was briefed 
by departmental witnesses. 

Joint Meetings 
CAUCASUS RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (Hel-
sinki Commission): Commission met to receive a brief-
ing on the current state of religious freedom in the 
Caucasus due to recent events in Azerbaijan, Arme-
nia and Georgia from Paul Crego, Cataloging Spe-
cialist, Library of Congress; Eric Rassbach, Becket 
Fund for Religious Liberty, Washington, D.C.; 
Andre Carbonneau, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Montreal, 
Canada. 

f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY, 
JULY 22, 2004 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor, 

Health and Human Services, and Education, to hold hear-
ings to examine activities and funding issues of the Appa-
lachian Council and Working for America Institute, 9:30 
a.m., SD–192. 

Committee on Armed Services: to hold hearings to examine 
the Department of the Army Inspector General Report on 
Detention Operation Doctrine and Training, 9:30 a.m., 
SH–216. 

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to 
continue hearings to examine regulation NMS and devel-
opments in market structure, 10 a.m., SD–538. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: busi-
ness meeting to consider pending calendar business, 9:30 
a.m., SR–253. 

Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space, to 
hold hearings to examine space exploration of Saturn, 
2:30 p.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Subcommittee 
on National Parks, to hold an oversight hearing to exam-
ine the implementation of the National Parks Air Tour 
Management Act of 2000 (Public Law 106–181), 2:30 
p.m., SD–366. 
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Committee on Finance: to hold hearings to examine the 
rule of higher education financing in strengthening U.S. 
competitiveness in a global economy, 10 a.m., SD–215. 

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine the current situation in Iraq post-transition, 9:30 
a.m., SD–419. 

Committee on Governmental Affairs: Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, to resume hearings to exam-
ine the extent to which consumers can purchase pharma-
ceuticals over the Internet without a medical prescription, 
the importation of pharmaceuticals into the United 
States, and whether the pharmaceuticals from foreign 
sources are counterfeit, expired, unsafe, or illegitimate, fo-
cusing on the extent to which U.S. consumers can pur-
chase dangerous and often addictive controlled substances 
from Internet pharmacy websites and the procedures uti-
lized by the Bureau of Customs and Border Protection, 
the Drug Enforcement Administration, the United States 
Postal Service, and the Food and Drug Administration, as 
well as the private sector to address these issues, 9 a.m., 
SD–342. 

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine the nom-
ination of Allen Weinstein, of Maryland, to be Archivist 
of the United States, 3:30 p.m., SD–342. 

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: to 
hold hearings to examine preparations for possible future 
terrorist attacks, 10 a.m., SD–430. 

Committee on Judiciary: business meeting to consider 
pending calendar business, 9:30 a.m., SD–226. 

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine S. 2560, 
to amend chapter 5 of title 17, United States Code, relat-
ing to inducement of copyright infringement, 2 p.m., 
SD–226. 

Select Committee on Intelligence: to hold hearings to exam-
ine intelligence reform, 2:30 p.m., SH–216. 

House 
Committee on Agriculture, to mark up H.R. 4576, Food 

Promotion Act of 2004, 9:30 a.m., 1300 Longworth. 
Subcommittee on Livestock and Horticulture, hearing 

to review the USDA’s National Animal Identification 
System, 1 p.m., 1300 Longworth. 

Committee on Appropriations, to mark up the following 
appropriations for fiscal year 2005: VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies; and Transportation, Treasury and Inde-
pendent Agencies, 10 a.m., 2359 Rayburn. 

Committee on Armed Services, hearing on the Report of 
the Commission to Assess the Threat to the United States 
from Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP) Attack, 9 a.m., 2118 
Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Strategic Forces, hearing on Space 
Cadre/Space Professionals, 2 p.m., 2118 Rayburn. 

Committee on the Budget, hearing on the U.S. Tax Code’s 
Impact on Revenue Projections and the Federal Budget, 
10 a.m., 210 Cannon. 

Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee 
on Employer-Employee Relations, hearing entitled ‘‘Ge-
netic Non-Discrimination: Examining the Implications 
for Workers and Employers,’’ 10:30 a.m., 2175 Rayburn. 

Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on En-
vironment and Hazardous Materials, hearing entitled 

‘‘Tapped Out? Lead in the District of Columbia and the 
Providing of Safe Drinking Water,’’ 9:30 a.m., 2322 
Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Health, hearing entitled ‘‘Health In-
formation Technology: Improving Quality and Value of 
Patient Care,’’ 2 p.m., 2322 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, hearing 
entitled ‘‘Problems with the E-rate Program: Waste, 
Fraud, and Abuse Concerns in the Wiring of Our Na-
tion’s Schools to the Internet,’’ 10:30 a.m., 2123 Ray-
burn. 

Committee on Financial Services, hearing entitled ‘‘Sar-
banes-Oxley: Two Years of Market and Investor Recov-
ery,’’ 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

Committee on Government Reform, hearing entitled ‘‘Con-
tracting and the Rebuilding of Iraq: Part IV,’’ 10 a.m., 
2154 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and 
Human Resources and the Subcommittee on Infrastruc-
ture and Border Security of the Select Committee on 
Homeland Security, joint hearing entitled ‘‘Drugs and Se-
curity in a Post-9/11 World: Coordinating the Counter-
narcotics Mission at the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity,’’ 2 p.m., 2247 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Human Rights and Wellness, hear-
ing entitled ‘‘Balancing Act: The Health Advantages of 
Naturally-Occurring Hormones in Hormone Replacement 
Therapy,’’ 2:30 p.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

Committee on House Administration, hearing on H.R. 
4863, To establish the Commission to Establish the Na-
tional Museum of the American Latino to develop a plan 
of action for the establishment and maintenance with the 
Smithsonian Institution of the National Museum of the 
American Latino in Washington, D.C., 1:30 p.m., 1310 
Longworth. 

Committee on International Relations, Subcommittee on 
Africa, hearing on The Democratic Republic of Congo 
Peace Accords: One Year Later, 2 p.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Forests and 
Forest Health, hearing on the following bills: H.R. 822, 
Wild Sky Wilderness Act of 2003; H.R. 4806, Pine 
Springs Land Exchange Act; and H.R. 4838, Health For-
est Youth Conservation Corps Act of 2004, 11 a.m., 
1334 Longworth. 

Committee on Small Business, Subcommittee on Regu-
latory Reform and Oversight, hearing Small Business Li-
ability Reform, 2 p.m., 311 Cannon. 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Water Resources and Environment, over-
sight hearing on Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan—The First Major Projects, 12 p.m., 2167 Rayburn. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, hearing on the evolution 
of VA–DoD collaboration in research and amputee care 
for veterans of current and past conflicts, and needed re-
forms in VA blind rehabilitation services, 9:30 a.m., 334 
Cannon. 

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Health, 
hearing on Electronic Prescribing, 1 p.m., B–318 Ray-
burn. 
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Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Subcommittee 
on Technical and Tactical Intelligence, executive, Brief-
ing: Technological Superiority in the Intelligence Com-
munity, 2 p.m., H–405 Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Terrorism and Homeland Security, 
executive, Briefing: Threats to the National Conventions 
and the Olympics, 9 a.m., H–405 Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Terrorism and Homeland Security, 
executive, Briefing: Port Security, 10 a.m., H–405 Cap-
itol. 

Joint Meetings 
Conference: meeting of conferees on H.R. 3550, to au-

thorize funds for Federal-aid highways, highway safety 
programs, and transit programs, 11 a.m., 2167 RHOB. 

Joint Economic Committee: to hold hearings to examine 
the demographics of health care, focusing on evidence re-
garding declining rates of chronic disability and assess the 
best opportunities for further health promotion, 10 a.m., 
SD–628. 
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

9:30 a.m., Thursday, July 22 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Thursday: After the transaction of morn-
ing business for statements only (not to extend beyond 60 
minutes), Senate will continue consideration of the nomi-
nations of Henry W. Saad, of Michigan, to be a United 
States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit, with a vote on 
the motion to invoke cloture on the nomination to occur 
at approximately 11 a.m.; following which, Senate will 
vote on the motions to invoke cloture on the nominations 
of Richard A. Griffin, of Michigan, and David W. 
McKeague, of Michigan, each to be a United States Cir-
cuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit, respectively. 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

10 a.m., Thursday, July 22 

House Chamber 

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 3313, 
Marriage Protection Act of 2003 (closed rule, 90 minutes 
of debate). 

Rolled votes on Suspensions considered on Tuesday, 
July 19, and Wednesday, July 21. 

Rolled vote on Stenholm motion to instruct conferees 
on H.R. 1308. 

Extensions of Remarks, as inserted in this issue 
HOUSE 

Ackerman, Gary L., N.Y., E1451 
Andrews, Robert E., N.J., E1441, E1443 
Baird, Brian, Wash., E1452 
Boehlert, Sherwood, N.Y., E1444 
Boswell, Leonard L., Iowa, E1435 
Burton, Dan, Ind., E1450 
Cardoza, Dennis A., Calif., E1449 
Castle, Michael N., Del., E1444 
Christensen, Donna M., The Virgin Islands, E1436 
Coble, Howard, N.C., E1439 
Collins, Mac, Ga., E1449 
Costello, Jerry F., Ill., E1455 
DeLay, Tom, Tex., E1446 
Emanuel, Rahm, Ill., E1446 
Gerlach, Jim, Pa., E1446 
Hensarling, Jeb, Tex., E1437 

Hobson, David L., Ohio, E1448 
Holden, Tim, Pa., E1446 
Jackson-Lee, Sheila, Tex., E1440, E1443, E1445 
Kaptur, Marcy, Ohio, E1457 
Kennedy, Patrick J., R.I., E1441 
Kilpatrick, Carolyn C., Mich., E1453 
Kolbe, Jim, Ariz., E1442 
LaHood, Ray, Ill., E1454 
Lantos, Tom, Calif., E1437, E1447 
McCarthy, Karen, Mo., E1453 
McCotter, Thaddeus G., Mich., E1445 
McInnis, Scott, Colo., E1435, E1437, E1447, E1449, 

E1449, E1451, E1452, E1453, E1455, E1455, E1457 
Meehan, Martin T., Mass., E1437 
Miller, Jeff, Fla., E1440 
Ney, Robert W., Ohio, E1453 
Payne, Donald M., N.J., E1456 
Petri, Thomas E., Wisc., E1457 

Pitts, Joseph R., Pa., E1450 
Price, David E., N.C., E1438 
Ramstad, Jim, Minn., E1452 
Rangel, Charles B., N.Y., E1435, E1444, E1456 
Reyes, Silvestre, Tex., E1448 
Rogers, Mike, Ala., E1444 
Sanders, Bernard, Vt., E1441 
Sessions, Pete, Tex., E1446 
Sherman, Brad, Calif., E1456 
Skelton, Ike, Mo., E1452 
Stark, Fortney Pete, Calif., E1436 
Tiahrt, Todd, Kans., E1450 
Towns, Edolphus, N.Y., E1444 
Udall, Mark, Colo., E1455 
Udall, Tom, N.M., E1447, E1449 
Weiner, Anthony D., N.Y., E1454 

(House proceedings for today will be continued in the next issue of the Record.) 
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